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MONDAY, JUNE 27, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 4 p.m., pursuant to notice in room F-39, 
the Capitol. Hon. Earle C. Clements (chairman of the subcommittee ), 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Clements, Hayden, Bridges, and Saltonstall. 


ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 


STATEMENT OF J. GEORGE STEWART, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL, 
ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES A. HENLOCK, ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFICER; PHILIP ROOF, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT; THOMAS 
J. CLANCY, SUPERVISING ENGINEER, CAPITOL BUILDING; AND 
J. LEWEY CARAWAY, SUPERINTENDENT, SENATE OFFICE 
BUILDING 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator CLEMENTs. We meet here this afternoon to hear the Archi- 
tect and others associated with him on the legislative appropriation 
before the Legislative Subcommittee. 

Mr. Stewart, without further statement from me, you may go right 
ahead and state the case for the Architect. 

Mr. Srewarr. There are five appropriation items which I would 
like to discuss with your committee : 


ADDITIONAL ELEVATORS, SENATE WING OF CAPITOL 


The first is under “Capitol buildings.” 

When I appeared before the House Appropriations Committee, I 
presented in my prepared justifications, which you now have before 
you, pages 18 to 42, a total appropriation request for “Capitol build- 
ings” in the amount of $875,100. 

Since that time, the Senate has passed, on June 20, 1955, Senate 1993, 
authorizing the installation of two additional elevators in the Senate 
wing of the Capitol, to be located adjacent to and east of the existing 
elevators at the main east front entrance to the Senate wing. 

Although the bill has not yet been passed by the House, if your 
committee wishes to make provision for the two new elevators in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1956, then it is necessary to 
request that the total estimate of $875,100 for “Capitol buildings,” 
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shown on page 21 of the justifications, be increased to $1,160,100; also, 
that appropriate language for such installations be included in the 
appropriation text. 

I have here a letter addressed to you, as chairman, formally sub- 
mitting this matter to your committee, showing the amount and 
additional language which it is necessary to include in the appropria- 
tion text. 

AMENDMENT AND JUSTIFICATION 


Senator CLements. Let me suggest that this be incorporated in the 
record at this point, 
(The information referred to follows :) 


ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL, 
June 27, 1955. 


Hon. EARLE C. CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Legislative Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 

My Dear Mr. CHarrMaAn: Your attention is called to S. 1993, S4th Congress, 
passed by the Senate, June 20, 1955, upon which no action has yet been taken 
by the House, which provides as follows : 

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Architect of the Capitol is authorized 
and directed to prepare and submit to the Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion of the Senate plans and specifications for the installation of two additional 
elevators in the Senate Wing of the Capitol, to be located adjacent to and east 
of the existing elevators at the main east front entrance to the Senate wing. 
Upon approval of such plans and specifications by such committee, the Architect 
of the Capitol is authorized and directed to proceed with the procurement and 
installation of such elevators, including the making of such structural changes 
in the Capitol Building as may be necessary to provide for such installation. 

“Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $285,000 
to carry out the provisions of this act.” 

The total amount requested in the budget for the fiscal year 1956 for “Capitol 
buildings,” as amended by House Document 163, 84th Congress, May 17, 1955, 
and as shown on page 21 of the prepared justifications, is $875,100. 

If it is desired to add funds for the two new elevators in the Legislative 
Branch appropriation bill, 1956, then it is necessary to request that the amount 
of $875,000 be increased to $1,160,100, and that the following new language be 
added at the end of the appropriation text : 

“of which $285,000 shall be available for the installation of two additional eleva- 
tors in the Senate wing of the Capitol, to be located adjacent to and east of the 
existing clevators at the main cast front entrance to the Senate wing.” 
Sincerely yours, 
J. GEORGE STEWART, 
Architect of the Capitol. 


PERSONAL SERVICES 


Mr. Srewarr. Before we leave the item of Capitol buildings, if 
there is anything in this justification that I might be able to explain 
further, I will be glad to do so. The appropriation item is covered, 
in full, on pages 18 to 42. The items of increase are shown on pages 
19 to 21 of the justifications. 

The largest item of increase, $85,175, is needed to convert 95 posi- 
tions from pay rates under the Classification Act of 1949 to a prevail 
ing wage-rate basis, and for payment of higher overtime pay rates, 
t« employees remaining under the Classification Act—authorized by 
Public Law 763, 83d Congress, approved September 1, 1954. 
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Senator CLemMENts. I presume that somewhere in here you have a 
schedule showing the work that each employee does, the classification 
of the job and what the pay is now and what the rate would be for 
each employee. 

Mr. Stewarr. We do not have it in detail in this justification. I 
will be glad to furnish additional information, if you wish it. 

Senator Clements. We would like to have it. 

Mr. Stewart. [ assume you would not want the information stated 
with individual names, but rather with the various classifications. 

Senator CLEMENTs. Just the job. We are not interested in the 
holder of the job, but the job and the duties performed by the person 
who holds the job, as well as the present pay plus the recommended 
pay 


CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEES 


What percentage of your employees are under the Classification 
Act? 

Mr. Stewart. About 800 out of our total of 900 employees are at 
present under the Classification Act. There are 697 CPC positions, 
in all, to be converted to a wage-rate basis. 

Senator CLements. That is what we would be interested in. 

Mr. Srewarr. I can very easily give you a breakdown of that in- 
formation. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Positions under the Office of the Architect of the Capitol as of June 1955 


Positions under Classifi- 
eation Act r . 
: Unclassified nick 
Appropriation = se M ae positions Total 


Gs CPC 

Salaries, Architect of the Capitol 19 ss 12 21 
Capitol Building 13 | 295 326 134 
Capitol Grounds 12 42 / 54 
Legislative Garage ; 7 ; 7 
Senate Office Building 12 4165 § 36 213 
House Office Buildings-- 17 6 268 775 360 
Capitol Powerplant 7 O72}. naa 79 
Library buildings and grounds 2 56 a 58 

Total... ‘ 82 8 705 139 926 


! Architect of the Capitol and Assistant Architect. 
2 Includes 16 part-time charwomen. 
} Includes 26 elevator operators 
4 Includes 60 part-time charwomen. 
Includes 28 elevator operators, 5 female attendants, and 3 male attendants (barbers 
6 Includes 174 part-time charwomen 
7 Includes 52 elevator operators, 1 clerk, and 22 laborers. 
§ 8 jobs to be dropped for 1956. 


DOME PAINTING 


Senator CLEMENTS. Senator Saltonstall, are there any questions 
you would like to ask ? 

Senator Sauronstatu. The only question I would like to ask is this: 

You stated pages 18 through 42. Now, is it necessary to paint the 
done this year inside and outside ? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator SaLtonstaLy. How often is that done? 

Mr. Stewart. The exterior painting is done every 4 years. 
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Senator Sattronstatu. That is done right along? 
Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. 
Senator Satronstauu. This is the fourth year? 


REPAIRS, WORKS OF ART 


Mr. Srewart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, there is another item in this justification that might 
be of interest to this committee since it involves a work of art in the 
Senate wing of the Capitol. I have asked for an item of $22,500 to 
repair, restore and put in good condition the large painting that hangs 
over the east staircase leading to the gallery in the Senate wing, the 

Jattle of Lake Erie” ; also $1,200 to restore the Gilbert Stuart portrait 
of George Washington that hangs on the south wall of Statuary Hall, 
which was repaired last year. It was dam: ged by someone who evi- 
dently took a rubber band and a paper clip and shot a hole right 
through the left coat lapel. The portrait has been temporarily re- 
paired, and is to be completely restored under the funds requested for 
1956. The damage incurred late in the year, and we had neither the 
time nor the funds to have the portrait properly restored during the 
recess of Congress. The portrait was originally acquired by the Gov- 
ernment in 1818. It has been located in the Capitol since 1951. 

Now, the other item of $22,500 is for the repair of the large painting, 
the “Battle of Lake Erie.” It is 20 feet by 30 feet in size and has hung 
in its present location since 1873. 

The painting itself is 82 years old. 

During the weekend of March 26, 1955, this painting was seriously 
damaged. There is a U-shaped tear, about 9 inches by 11 inches, in 
almost the very center of the painting. The tear, undoubtedly, was 

caused by some heavy object having been thrown from the Senate gal- 
lery floor, from a point directly opposite the front of the p: ainting. In 
order to preserve this p: Linting, according to competent advice, it will 
be necessary for the painting to be taken ‘down from the wall, relined, 
repaired, and furnished with a new stretcher. This is a very difficult, 
delicate, and costly operation. 

I consulted with Mr. Francis Sullivan who restores the paintings 
at the National Gallery of Art, as I considered him qualified and com- 
petent to advise me in this matter. He estimates that wn appropria- 
tion of $22,500 is necessary for the restoration of this 82 years old 
painting. 

VALUE OF PAINTING 


Senator Satronstatt. What is the painting worth, Mr. Stewart? 
A Gilbert Stuart is worth a lot of money. This is by—I don’t know 
whether Powell is a well known man or not. I just wondered whether 
it was worth $22,500. 

Mr. Srewart. It was acquired in 1865-1873 at a cost of $25,000. 
IT have heard its value stated as high as $300,000, but I have no personal 
knowledge of its value. 

Senator SartronsTALu. It is valued at $300,000 ? 

Mr. Stewart. I have never had any official appraisal made, but 
I am sure that it is worth many times its original purchase price. 
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Senator SarronsTau. It has been damaged since? 

Mr. Stewart. That is right. 

Senator Sa.TonsTau. It is in a place where it can be damaged 
again very easily. I «lo not want to be disrespectful or anything else, 
and I would be very careful not to be critical. I simply ask these 
questions for information. I just wondered, when I saw that figure 
before you spoke, as to whether we should spend 22,500 to restore 
apainting. Thatisa terribly big amount of money. 

Senator Bripees. Why would it cost that much ? 


REASONS FOR HIGH COST OF REPAIRS 


Mr. Stewart. As stated, it is a very large painting and must be 
taken down from the wall, relined, repaired and furnished with a new 
stretcher. Then too, the Government carries no insurance whatever 
on any of its real or personal property ; so that prevents us from remov- 
ing the canvas from its frame, rolling it up, crating it, and hauling it 
to another place for repairs, as there would be no cover age against 
loss or damage. It is a treasure; that is, it belongs to the country and 
the people, : and we feel it should be repaired at the C apitol. 

I have been advised that the most practical way to repair it is to 
carefully take it down from the frame and put in the rotunda on a 
specially-prepared stretcher and then repair and restore it on this 
stretcher, as has been done in the past when repairs and restorations 
have been made to other large paintings belonging to the Capitol art 
collection. That naturally runs up the cost, because whoever is em- 
ployed for this repair and restoration work must, in effect. establish a 
studio in the rotunda, instead of being able to perform the repair and 
restoration work in his own studio. 

Senator Bripers. You can get a portrait painting of a man or a 
group by some of the best portrait painters in the country for a 
thousand dollars today. How is it they want $22,500 for that ? 

Mr. Srewart. This is an exceptionally large painting, 20 by 30 
feet, Senator. 

NATURE OF DAMAGES 


Senator Bripeges. What has happened to it ? 

Mr. Stewart. Someone evidently threw a book at it, either from 
the staircase leading up to the gallery or on the gallery itself. 

There is a U -shaped tear, about 9 inches by | 11 inches, in almost the 
very center of the painting. It looks as if a book had gone edgewise 
through the canvas. 

This painting has not been taken off the wall since it was originally 
hung there in 1873. It needs a new backing and a new stretcher, along 
with the restoration work to be done. 

Senator SattonstaLu. Might I make a suggestion ? 

Before we pass on this item—we have a day or two—could Mr. 
Stewart discuss this question with Mr. David Finley and his experts 
in the Art Museum with the idea of finding out what they believe is 
the value of this picture and their recommendation as to whether in 
their opinion it is worth spending $22,000 on it. 

Mr. Stewart. I will be glad to do so. 
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(Mr. Finley is out of the country, but the matter was taken up with 
the National Gallery of — and the following letter has been re- 
ceived from Mr. M: vegill James, Assistant Director. dealing with the 
value of the painting entitled “The Battle of Lake Erie.”) 

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART, 
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 30, 1955. 
Mr. J. GEORGE STEWART, 
Architect of the Capitol, 
Capitol Building, 
Washington 25, D.C. 


Dearn Mr. Srewarr: I have just recently heard from Mr. William F. Davidson 
of M. Knoedler & Co., of New York City, concerning the painting in the Capitol 
entitled, “The Battle of Lake Erie,” by William H. Powell, When we have 
requests for valuations we usually refer them to Mr. Davidson, who has had 
much experience in the field of American art and is accustomed to making such 
appraisals. 

Mr. Davidson told me that there is a Small earlier version of this painting in 
the State House at Columbus, Ohio. He told me that it is very difficult to esti- 
mate the value of the big painting in the Capitol. Of course, a considerable 
amount of its value is due to the fact that it is an historical monument and has 
hung in the Capitol for so many years, Mr. Davidson's opinion was that a fair 
appraisal for this painting would be between $75,000 and $100,000, I concur with 
him in this estimate. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Macaitt JAMES, Assistant Director. 

Senator SavronstaLL. Supposing we spend that money and hang it 
there again, there may be vandalism done to it again. It has been done 
three times now. 

I looked at that picture a great many times and it does not seem to 
me it is a particularly appropriate painting to have it hung anyhow. 
It would seem to me if we had a blank wall, if you want to call it that, 
or perhaps we can find something to hang there that would not be so 
big, would not be so expensive to fix up and would not be so apt to have 
vandalism done to it. 

Senator CLeMents. As I understand it, first you want to determine 
the value of it / 

Senator Sarronstatu. That is correct; and the historic value. 

Senator CLeMENts. That is the value. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Well, there are two values. 

Senator CLEMENTs. Historic value is certainly coupled into any 
value it has. 

Senator Sauronstati. A painting by Gilbert Stuart is worth a lot 
of money. <A painting by Powell, I do not know how much money it is 
worth. 

Senator Haypen. I can say, Mr. Chairman, the painting has a senti- 
mental value to me because the first time I visited Washington I was 
a boy about the size of the boy in the picture. Of the two things I re- 
member distinctly, one is I would like to have been in that boy's place 
in the Battle of Lake Erie and the other was about a ver v warm greet- 
ing that a Confederate veteran who was then a Senator from Arkansas 

gave to my mother when he came out of the south door of the Senate 
a umber. 

Senator Clements. I take it Senator Saltonstall not only wants to 
get the value of the painting, but he also wants information as to what 
it will cost from the best authority we can get. And TI would think 
if it is deemed wise to repair it, that we ought to have before the com- 
mittee the method by which that money was to be expended. 
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Mr. Stewart. I will be very happy to confer with Mr. Finley. 

I might say that this painting was executed by authorization of 
Congress under a commission in 1865, at a cost of $25,000. It has hung 
in its present location ever since it was finished in 1873. I do not know 
of any other location in the Capitol where this large painting might be 
hung. I do not have the history of this painting with me, but will 
be glad to furnish it for the record. 

(The information requested follows :) 


History OF PAINTING “BATTLE OF LAKE ERIE” 


This painting was painted by William H. Powell, an American artist, who was 
designated by Congress itself to paint this picture, to be placed at the head of one 
of the grand staircases in the Capitol. He was employed for this purpose in 1865 
by the Joint Committee on the Library, at the direction of the Congress. He com- 
pleted this painting in 1873 and it has since hung in its present location on the 
wall of the east stairway of the Senate wing. 

The act of Congress, authorizing this painting (act of March 2, 1865, 15 Stat. 
570), provides, as follows: 

“Joint Resolution authorizing a Contract with William H. Powell for a Picture 
for the Capitol. 

“Be it resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the joint committee on the library 
be, and they are hereby, directed to enter into a contract with William H. Powell, 
of the State of Ohio, to paint a picture for the United States, to be placed at 
the head of one of the grand staircases in the Capitol, illustrative of some naval 
victory ; the particular subject of the painting to be agreed on by the committee 
and the artist: Provided, That the entire expense of said picture shall not exceed 
twenty-five thousand dollars, and two thousand dollars shall be paid to said 
William H. Powell, in advance, to enable him to prepare for the work, the re- 
mainder of said instalments at intervals of not less than one year, the last in- 
stalment to be retained until the picture is completed and put up.” 

From the language of the authorization act, it would appear that removal 
or relocation of this painting from its present location in the Capitol would 
require action by the Congress. 

For the further information of the Senate Appropriations Committee, it may 
be of interest to state that Mr. Powell also painted 1 of the 8 large paintings in 
the rotunda of the capitol, the Discovery of the Mississippi River, under au- 
thority of act of March 3, 1847 (9 Stat. 164). 

Senator Clements. Mr. Stewart, this painting has been subject to 
vandalism before. TIlas it ever been repaired before ? 

Mr. Srewarr. Yes, sir; it was previously damaged and repaired 
In 1911, and again in 1942. 

Senator Chements. What was the extent and nature of the dam- 
age at that time / 

Mr. Srewarr. The damage was less severe at that time and able 
to be repaired without removing the painting from the wall. 

Senator CLEMENTs. It is not comparable to this? 

Mr. Srewarr. No, sit 

Senator CLements. Are there any other questions to ask Mr. 
Stewart / 

Go right ahead. 

EXTENSION OF THE CAPITOL 


Mr. Stewart. The next item is the extension of the Capitol. 

This item, considered by the House Appropriations Committee, 
provides an appropriation of $5 million and additional contract au- 
thority for extension of the east central front of the Capitol in sub- 
stantial accordance with scheme B of the architectural plan submitted 
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by a joint commission of Congress and reported to Congress on March 

1905 (IT. Doe. No, 385, 58th Cong.), which provides for extension 
of the east central front 32 feet 6 inches. 

Under the budget language, the exact distance of the Capitol Build- 
ing would be extended is left for determination by a commission to 
be composed of the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, the ne leader of the Senate, the minority 
leader of the House of Representatives, and the Architect of the 
Capitol. 

In the event that this commission should be created and I should 
be a» member of it, I would like the committee to know and the record 
to show that I speak here only as the Architect of the Capitol and 
as an individual and not as any prospective member or spokesman of 
the proposed commission. 

The budget language also provides for such other additions and 
facilities in the Capitol Grounds as may be approved by the com- 
mission—such as an underground garage, security vaults, and under- 
ground transportation system. 

My full explanation of this item is contained on pages 44 to 49 of 
the justifications which I would like to present to the committee at 
this time. 

IMPROVEMENT OF FOOD SERVICE FACILITIES 


The item “Extension of the Capitol,” was submitted at the direction 
of the Speaker of the House of Representatives. It is a project that 
has twice been approved in bills passed by the Senate, once in 1935 and 
again in 1937, and was recently endor sed by the House of Represen- 
tatives, April 21, 1955, by adoption of House Resolution 218 84th Con- 
gress, pursuant to studies made by the House C ommittee on Adminis- 
tration for improving food service facilities in the House of Rep- 

resentatives. 

The extension of the central portion of the Capitol eastward so as 
to complete the architectural effect intended at the time when the 
Senate and House wings and the dome were designed and built has 
been under consideration since 1863 and has been recommended by 
every Architect of the Capitol and by consulting architects retained 
to study and report upon the problem since that time. 

The present form of the Capitol is the result of a series of succes- 
sive additions over a long period of time, commencing in 1793, carried 
out under the direction of various Architects of the Capitol, each of 
whom added to and, to some extent, modified the work of his pre- 
decessor. 



















ALTERATION IN DESIGN OF BUILDING 


The last important alteration in the design of the building was the 
construction of the House and Senate wings and the present cast-iron 
dome, which was carried out between 1851 and 1865 from designs by 
Thomas U. Walter who was Architect of the Capitol during this period. 

The dome, as then planned and executed, rests upon an octagonal 
base or skirting which overhangs the east wall approximately 15 feet 
6 inches, in such a way that it rests on a void space, without apparent 
support. The locs ation of the present dome was fixed by the fact that 
it necessarily had to be concentric with the existing rotunda, con- 
structed in 1818-29, and had to be placed upon the masonry founda- 
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tions and walls of the original small low wooden dome, erected in 
1818-29, which it replaced. 

Owing to the fact that the foundations were built on most unfav- 
orable soil, the Architect hesitated to add upon these walls any unnec- 
essary masonry weight or to disturb in any way the existing masonry 
where it could be used and adapted to the new conditions. 

In order to make the base of the present dome adequate in propor- 
tion to its size, the dimensions of this base necessarily had to be made 
so great that it actually extended beyond the line of the east wall of 
the ( ‘apitol. 

The dome as it now exists is many feet wider than the drum which 
originally supported the old dome and which is now the foundation 
upon which it rests. Upon this drum a very ingenious scheme of iron 
supports and brackets of sufficient projection to carry the base of the 
dome is placed so that, though its inner wall appears to be supported 
directly on the existing masonry, the entire colonnade of the dome, 
with its surbase and cornices, is in fact suspended and overhangs its 
real support. The dome, therefore, pretends to be supported directly 
from the ground, which is not the case, and seems to be of masonry, 
while it is really of iron. ‘The dome itself is safely supported but the 
skirt of the dome extends over the east portico, giving it an appearance 
of a lack of support. 

It was not intended that this condition should be a permanent one. 
The reports and sketches left by Thomas U. Walter show that he pro- 
posed as the next step to carry forward the wall and portico of the 
central portion so as to give the dome an adequate appearance of 
support. 

The advent of the Civil War interrupted the progress of the work 
being carried on at the Capitol so that this modification was never 
carried out. The building in its present state, therefore, represents 
an unfinished stage in the development of what was intended to be a 
complete and harmonious design and presents, in the overhang of 
the dome over the wall below, what the various Architects of the 
Capital and the consulting architects retained to study the project 
have unanimously considered a serious architectural defect. 

Mr. Walter in his annual report, November 1, 1863, states: 

The eastern portico of the old building will certainly be taken down at no 
very distant day, and the front be extended eastward. 

Again, in his annual report of November 1, 1864, Mr. Walter states: 


Now that the new dome and the wings of the Capitol are approaching com- 
pletion, it must be apparent to everyone that the extension of the center build- 
ing, on the east, to the line of the new wings, becomes an architectural necessity. 
I have therefore prepared plans for thus completing the work in harmony with 
what has already been done and will place them in the Capitol for future 
reference. 


Francis P. Sullivan, consulting architect, then chairman of the 
committee on the National C apital and the committee on public works 
of the American Institute of Architects, in testifying before the 
House Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds in 1935, stated: 

One of the few questions of taste that may be reduced to a celia rule is 
that the supports of a structure, to satisfy the eye, should not only be adequate 
from the standpoint of safety and stability, but should be so obviously adequate 
that there remains in the mind of the spectator no uncertainty or misgiving con- 
cerning it. To satisfy this principle it is not sufficient that there should be 
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concealed somewhere within the fabric a system of hidden piers, ribs, beams, 
and cantilevers which by computation may be proved to be of sufficient strength 
to sustain the building so long as, to the eye of the observer, it is evident that 
if the dome were of masonry, as it appears to be, and if it actually rested on 
the portico as it appears to rest upon it, the columns of the portico would be 
crushed beneath the load. 

In order to remedy this architectural defect, Thomas U. Walter 
recommended that the east central front of the Capitol be extended 
55 feet to the line of the Senate and House wings. 

Carrere & Hastings, consulting architects engaged i in 1904 to make 
a further study of the problem under the direction of a joint commis- 
sion of Congress, recommended as the most conservative solution of 
the architectural problems that the building be extended 12 feet 10 
inches; and, as an alternative, based on the further consideration of 
the utility demand for rooms and offices, that the building be ex- 
tended eastward 32 feet 6 inches. 

Further studies made in 1935 and 1937, at the time legislation con- 
cerning this project was under consideration by Senate and House 
committees, included recommendations that the building be extended 
eastward 40 feet. The exact distance to which the east front should 
be extended may best be determined through the preparation of com- 
plete architectural drawings and designs as well as scale and full- 
size models, leaving this detail for determination by the commission 
under whose direction it is proposed this work be carried forward. 

Mr. Sullivan, in testifying on this point in 1935, stated : 

An architecture which concerns itself only with matters of exterior design, 
without reference to practical considerations, seems to me to fall as far short 
of realizing its true purposes as an architecture which would concern itself only 
with practical utility without reference to exterior appearance. 

In addition to the need for correcting the architectural defect that 
now exists and the need for providing additional space, the extension 
of the Capitol is also urged to provide a durable construction for the 
central portion of the building which is constructed of Aquia Creek 
sandstone. This sandstone is progressively deteriorating and must be 
painted every 4 vears in an effort to retard deterioration. It is painted 
a color selected to harmonize with the Senate and House wings which 
are constructed of marble. 

The present sandstone was very much injured by the burning of the 
Capitol in 1814. It was repaired over a period of about 3 years. 

The reports show that the stonework was chiseled so to remove all 
traces of the burning. Evidently. the exterior surface of the stone- 
work was dressed down. A considerable part of it was entirely re- 
placed. The cornices and ballusters, as they are on the building now, 
were entirely replaced. 

There is no one today who can say that any particular part of the 
present exterior stonework existed at the time of the original construc- 
tion. Large portions of it were replaced, but which parts they were is 
not known. 

NEW FACILITIES PROVIDED BY EXTENSION 


Past studies have developed that if the Capitol is extended east ward 
approximately 40 feet. it will be possible. through such extension. to 
provide 1 large hearing room and 21 office rooms for the Senate and 1 
large hearing room and 21 office rooms for the House: effic ‘iently ar- 
ranged restaurant facilities for the House and Senate: a corridor on 
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the galley floor connecting the Senate and House wings; also storage 
and fille rooms and space for mechanical ae nt. 

The appropriation item “Extension of the Capitol,” requested for 
the fiscal year 1956, provides that all work in connection with this 
project shall be performed under the direction of a commission to be 
composed of the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, the minority leader of the Senate, the minority 
leader of the House of Representatives, and the Architect of the 
Capitol. 

It not only provides for extension of the Capitol under the direction 
of thiseCommission, but also provides for the construction of such 
other additions and facilities in the Capitol Grounds as may be ap- 
proved by such Commission, such as an underground garage, security 

vaults. and underground transportation system: provides the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol with the necessary contract authority to carry out 
any plans and construction approved by the Commission, in such total 
umount as he Commission may approve; permits selective Conn 
in the performance of any part of the work deemed necessary by the 
Commission to be contracted in such manner, in the best interest of the 
Government. 

APPROPRIATION REQUESTED 


An initial appropriation of $5 million is requested for this project 
for the fiscal year 1956, 

There are a few additional points I would like to bring out for the 
benefit of the record, which I have compiled and consider to be of 
interest. 

Back in 1851, Thomas U. Walter sought permission to paint the 
exterior of the central portion of the Capitol, which is constructed 
of Aquia Creek sandstone, quarried in nearby Virginia. 

This is not a durable stone for use in exterior work, as it disinte- 
grates and has a tendency to spall. 

Although Walter advocated painting this portion of the building 
as early as 1851, it was not until 1862 that the building was actually 
first painted: and it might be of interest to state that there are now 
50 coats of paint on the exterior of this original part of the Capitol, 
and there will be 31 coats if painting is done again next year. 

Senator Bripces. Could that not be sandblasted off / 

Mir. Srewarr. Senator, the stone is so soft that it would not stand 
Sal) dblasting. There is no resistance to it at all. 

by nthe moisture and the frost action has caused it to decay. The 
paint is put on for protection. It is possible that some day this coating 
of lead and oil, due to its weight, may fall off and pull some of the sand 
stone with it. 

Some time in the near future you are going to be compelled to reface 
this old building with more durable material. 

Senator CLEMENTs. You can reface them with very thin stone, can 
you not‘ 

Mr. Srewarr. The type of architecture is such that you cannot very 
well put on a thin veneer of other material. It is going to take mue h 
more than a veneer of marble, which blends with the Senate and 
House wings, to do the job. 

Senator CLemMents. It is not a question of veneer, but it is a question 
of how thick. 

Mr. Srewarp. That is right. 
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HISTORY OF TLEARINGS 


Now, there has been some discussion about past opposition voiced 
against the extension of the east front and who the opponents were. 
So I have made up for the record and for your information a history 
- past actions by the Senate and House and of hearings that were 
eld, and the names of architects that were witnesses for the project 
and those who were witnesses against the project. 

I would like at this point to have inserted in the record the addi- 
tional statement which I have prepared. 

Senator CLeMENTs. It may go into the record at this point. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL, 
June 6, 1955. 


EXTENSION AND COMPLETION OF THE CAPITOL 
PAINTING OF THE EXTERIOR OF THE CENTRAL PORTION OF THE CAPITOL 


1. Painting recommended, 1851 

Thomas U. Walter, Architect of the Capitol who designed and directed con- 
struction of the Senate and House wings and the present dome of the Capitol, 
recommended in 1851 that the central portion of the Capitol, which is constructed 
of Acquia Creek sandstone, be painted. 

Mr. Walter, in a letter to President Fillmore, dated July 29, 1851, stated, in 
pertinent part: 

“Sir: In compliance with your request, I have the honor to submit to you the 
following report embracing my views as to the best manner of executing the work 
of the extension of the United States Capitol. * * * 

“It will be necessary, before the specifications can be completed, to come to 
some conclusion as to what material the buildings shall be faced with. My own 
judgment is in favor of marble. The sandstone with which the present Capitol 
is faced is a weak and friable material, wholly unfit for a public building; and 
granite is not suitable for architectural carving like that of the present build- 
ing. I therefore recommend that the new buildings, above the subbase, be faced 
with marble, as nearly white as can be obtained, and that present structure be 
painted to imitate it. * * *” 


2. Painting again recommended, 1861 


B. B. French, Commissioner of Public Buildings, in 1861, in his annual report 
on the condition of the Capitol, stated : 

“The old portion of the building needs outside painting, as well to give uni- 
formity of appearance to the whole, as to protect it from decay.” 

8. Painting first done in 1862 

The exterior of the central portion of the Capitol was first painted in 1862. 
B. B. French, Commissioner of Public Buildings, in his annual report of 1862, 
stated : 

“In my annual report of last year I called attention to the fact that the old 
portion of the Capitol was very much in want of a thorough painting on the «ut- 
side, and recommended an appropriation of $8,000, based on an estimate made by 
Mr. James Galway, a master painter, which was submitted with my report. The 
appropriation was made and the building has been painted for the sum appro- 
priated in a very thorough and workmanlike manner.” 

4. Coats of paint, 1862 to 1955 

During the 93-year period, 1862 to 1955, the exterior of the central portion of 
the Capitol has been covered with 30 coats of paint. 

EXTENSION AND COMPLETION OF THE CAPITOL 


1. Thomas U. Walter, Architect of the Capitol, who designed and directed the 
construction of the Senate and House wings and the present dome of the Capitol 
recommended the extension of the east front of the Capitol during the period of 
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construction of the wings and dome in 1851-65. Walter, upon retiring from 
office in 1865, left plans for the extension of the east front and completion of the 
Capitol. 

2. Elliott Woods, Architect of the Capitol, made further studies of the project 
in 1901 and also recommended the extension of the east front. 

3. The House of Representatives, in the sundry civil appropriation bill of 
1904, passed legislation, February 11, 1903, authorizing the extension of the 
east central front of the Capitol at a cost of $2,500,000 and provided an initial 
appropriation of $500,000 therefor. 

The action of the House was not concurred in by the Senate. 

4. A Joint Congressional Committee on the Extension and Completion of the 
Capitol, created by the Sundry Civil Appropriation Act of 1905, approved April 
28, 1904, retained Carrere and Hastings, prominent architects of New York 
City, to restudy the east front project and to submit recommendations. They 
submitted two schemes——one known as scheme A which provided for extending 
the east front 12 feet 10 inches, and the other known as scheme B which pro- 
vided for extending the east front 32 feet 6 inches—and the Commission sub- 
mitted these schemes to the Congress in House Document 385, 58th Congress, 
March 8, 1905. 

5. Hearings on bills authorizing the extension and completion of the Capitol 
were held before the Senate Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds on 
January 22, 1935, and before the House Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds on April 17, 18, 19, 23, 24, 26, 30, and May 2 and 3, 1935. Legislation 
authorizing the extension and completion of the Capitol was passed by the Senate, 
but was not reported out by the House committee. 

6. Hearings on bills authorizing the extension and completion of the Capitol 
were again held before the Senate Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds 
on February 6, 9, and 11, 1987. Legislation authorizing the extension and com- 
pletion of the Capitol was passed by the Senate, but no action was taken by the 
House Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 


1935 
HEARINGS ON EXTENSION AND COMPLETION OF CAPITOL 


Held by the House Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, April 17, 18, 
19, 23, 24, 26, 30 and May 2 and 8, 1935 


WITNESSES FOR THE PROJECT 


David Lynn, Architect of the Capitol. 

Charles Moore, Chairman of the Fine Arts Commission. 

Francis P. Sullivan, architect, of Washington, D. C., chairman of the com- 
mittee on the National Capital and the committee on public works of the Amer- 
ican Institute of Architects. Codesigner of the First Street wing of the Senate 
Office Building in 1931-32. Designer of the remodeling of the House and Senate 
Chambers in 1945-46. 

Egerton Swartout, architect, of New York City, member of the Fine Arts Com- 
mission and an academician of the National Academy of Design. 

Harry Francis Cunningham, architect, of Washington, D. C. Specialized in 
the study of old buildings in the District of Columbia. 

John Russell Pope, architect, of New York City. Architect of the Archives 
Building, Mellon Art Gallery, Scottish Temple, and Constitution Hall—in Wash- 
ington, I). C.: architect for alterations to the British Museum in London, Eng- 
land, built in 1810. 

Clarence C. Zantinger, architect, of Philadelphia, Pa. Member of the arch- 
itectural firm of Zantzinger and Borie, architects of the Philadelphia Museum 
of Art and the Department of Justice Building in Washington, D. C. 

Delos Hamilton Smith, architect, of Washington, D. C., member of the Amer- 
ican Institute of Architects and member of the National Committee on Historic 
Buildings. 

WITNESSES AGAINST THE PROJECT 


Dr. Leicester B. Holland, architect, Chief of the Division of Fine Arts of the 
Library of Congress. 

Edward W. Donn, Jr., member of the American Institute of Architects and 
member of the committee of the institute on the preservation of historical build- 
ngs and museums. 
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Lorimer Rich, architect of New York City, member of the American Institute 
of Architects. Architect of the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier and the monu- 
mental approaches to the Amphitheater in Arlington National Cemetery. 

Alfred Granger, architect, and member of the American Institute of Architects. 

Thomas H. Ellett, architect of New York City, and member of the American 
Institute of Architects. Designer of the American Military Chapel at Thiacourt 
} in France. 

Kric Kebbon, architect of New York City. 


ee 


1935 
HEARINGS ON EXTENSION AND COMPLETION OF CAPITOL 


Held by the Senate Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 


January 22, 1935 
WITNESSES FOR THE PROJECT 


David Lynn, Architect of the Capitol. 

Francis P. Sullivan, architect of Washington, ID. ¢., chairman of the com- 
mittee on the National Capital and the committee on public works of the Ameri- 
can Institute of Architects. Codesigner of the First Street wing of the Senate 
Office Building in 1931-32. Designer of the remodeling of the House and Sen 
ate Chambers in 1945-46 


WITNESSES AGAINST THE PROJEC' 
None 
1937 


TIEARINGS ON EXTENSION AND COMPLETION OF CAPITOL 


Held by the Senate Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
February 6, 9, 11, 1937 


WITNESSES FOR THE PROJECT 


David Lynn, Architect of the Capitol. 

Charles Moore, Chairman of the Fine Arts Commission. 

Francis P. Sullivan, architect of Washington, I). C., chairman of the com- 
mittee on the National Capital and the committee on public works of the Ameri 
can Institute of Architects. Codesigner of the First Street wing of the Senate 
Office Building in 1931-22. Designer of the remodelling of the House and Sen- 
ate Chambers in 1945—46. 

Egerton Swartout, architect of New York City, member of the Fine Arts Com- 
mission and an academician of the National Academy of Design. Designer of 
a number of monumental buildings. 

Nathan Wyeth, architect of Washington, D. C.. Municipal Architect of the 
District of Columbia Fellow of American Institute of Architects. Was asso 
ciated with firm of Carrere and Hastings when that firm made studies of the 

} Capitol extension. 

Harry F. Cunningham, architect of Washington, ID. CC. Specialized in the 
study of old buildings in the District of Columbia 

Maj. Gen. George Oakley Totten, Jr., designer of the Philadelphia Mint. 


WITNESSES AGAINST THE PROJECT 


Dr. Leicester B. Holland, architect, Chief of the Division of Fine Arts of the 
Library of Congress. 

Edward W. Donn, Jr., member of American Institute of Architects. 

Lorimer Rich, architect of New York City, member of the American Institute 
of Architects. Architect of the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier and the monu 
mental approaches to the Amphitheater in Arlington National Cemetery. 


HEARINGS ON EXTENSION 


Mr. Srewarr. As indicated, this project was studied by a joint com- 
mission of Congress in 1905; hearings were held in 1935 before the 
Public Buildings and Grounds Committees of the Senate and House, 
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and again in 1937 before the Public Buildings and Grounds Com- 
mittee of the Senate. 

Senator Cements. Are there any questions that the members wish 
to ask Mr. Stewart before he passes from the extension of the Capitol ? 

Senator SaLToNnsTaLL. Some years ago when they were considering 

a new Senate Office Building there were tenative plans or sketches 
made for the improvement of this east wing here. 

Now, when you say there will be a large hearing room for the Senate 
and 1 hearing room for the House and 21 office rooms, is that based on 
that plan or on what plan is it based ? 


ORIGINAL PLANS 


Mr. Srewarr. Carrere & Hastings were the architects who were 
originally called in for consultation in 1904. They were outstanding 
architects and prepared two plans known as scheme A and scheme B. 
Scheme A provided for extending the east central front 12 feet 6 
inches—sufliciently to take the skirt of the dome; scheme B provided 
for an extension of 32 feet 6 inches. 

It is scheme B that is designated in the proposed appropriation. 


TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 


Senator Sautronsratu. Will $5 million be the total cost estimated ? 

Mr. Srewarr. No, sir. 

Senator SatronstaLL. How much will it be approximately ? 

Mr. Srewart. The studies have not been made. The $5 million at 
this time will cover, I would say, 75 percent of the cost of moving the 
wall out; but there is also to be incorporated in this project the instal- 
lation of restaurant facilities in the building itself, as well as under- 
ground garages and security vaults and an underground transporta- 
tion system. 

Senator Satronsrautu. Would it not be a wise thing to do, instead of 
appropriating $5 million, to appropriate enough money if we approve 
of the idea to have this Commission organized and to go ahead and 
draw suitable plans and then hold off on our final approval when we 
have the plan and see how much it is going to cost ? 

In this way we are going into it blindly; are we not? 

We are appropriating $5 million this year and appointing a Com- 
mission to start work with no knowledge as to how much the work is 
going to cost. 

Mr. Stewart. It would be purely a guess estimate on my part, if I 
were to attempt to state any figures now. 

Senator CLements. Mr. Stewart, was $5 million the approximate 
cost in the original plan ? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir; Mr. Lynn, my predecessor, when he appeared 
before the House Appropriations Committee last year, was asked 
what it would cost for extension of the east front. At that time, when 
the project did not include any of the underground structures now 
proposed, he submitted an estimate of $714 million as the estimated 
cost of the project. 

Senator CLements. I was going to ask you if there had not been « 
good many ideas advanced for the enlargement of this underground 
work since the discussion of a year ago. 
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Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir; very much so. 

Senator CLements. So if the plan that you had last year was en- 
larged to take in the underground vaults and other underground con- 
struction, why it would be considerably more than the $7 million figure 
that was given to the committee a year ago. 

Mr. Srewarr. That is right, sir. 

Senator CLemMENTs. You would not have any estimate that you 
would want to venture today ? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir. 

Senator Sauronsratn. Mr. Chairman, Senators Bridges and Hay- 
den will recall the remarks I made were based on the study 2 or 3 years 
ago when we were discussing this new Senate Office Building. This 
wing came up at that time and it was decided to build the new Senate 
Office Building as more economical and more efficient and that the 
money we would have to spend in the Capitol here would make a 
great expense with very little comparative advantage. 

That was my memory. That is why I asked the question, Why 
would it not be better in your opinion to appoint a Commission, if the 
House wants to do this and this committee and the Senate agree, to 
study the situation and bring out a concrete plan with an estimate of 
its cost before appropriating $5 million ? 

Mr. Srewarr. Senator, it was felt that the makeup of the Commis- 
sion, as provided in the appropriation text—the President of the Sen- 
ate, the Speaker of the House, the ranking minority leaders of the 
Senate and the House, and the Architect of the Capitol—would pro- 
vide effective control over the scope of the project and the expenditure 
of any appropriated funds. 

I am sure that that Commission would not do anything until they 
had the plans prepared. 

Senator Satronstatu. I am sure, too, but from the point of view of 
business judgment, it would be better to do it the other way: would 
it not ¢ 

Mr. Stewart. It can, of course, be accomplished that way if that 
is what the committee decides. However, in view of the past history of 
difficulties and delays encountered by those who have heretofore spon- 
sored the project, the budget language suggested was considered the 
preferable procedure. 

Senator SaLtTonsraLL. I may not agree that that is the preferable 
procedure. 

Senator CLemMents. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Stewart, I suggest you go on to the other items in your paper. 


SUBWAY TRANSPORTATION, CAPITOL AND SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS 


Mr. Srewart. This is a Senate item not considered by the House 
Appropriations Committee. It is covered on pages 65 to 67 of the 
justifications. For 1956, we are asking $3,500; the same as allowed for 
1955. 


MAINTENANCE, SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 


This is a Senate item not considered by the House Appropriations 
Committee. It is covered on pages 68 to 84 of the justifications. For 
1955, a total of $853,500 was allowed. For 1956, a total of $960,400 
is requested: a net increase of $106,900. 
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This net increase results from decreases totaling $52,200, detailed on 
page 68 of the justifications, offset by increases totaling $159,100 
detailed on pages 69 and 70 of the just ifications. 

The principal item of increase is $100,950 for converting 165 crafts, 
protective and custodial positions from under the C lassification Act 
to a wage-rate basis; also for increased overtime pay—all authorized 
by Public Law 763, 83d Congress. 

Senator Brivces. Mr. Stewart, does the 714 percent wage increase 
apply to all the employees of the Senate Office Building and the 
Capitol ¢ 

Mr. Srewarr. It applies to every one under the Office of the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol, except the Architect and the Assistant Architect. 

Senator Cements. I understand it takes $100,950 to meet that need 4 

Mr. Srewart. It takes $100,950 to carry out the provisions of Public 
Law 763, approved September 1, 1954—so far as Senate Office Build- 
ing emplovees under the Architect are concerned. 

We have also added $15,000 for additional positions—1 electrician, 
i carpenter and 1 upholsterer, which are needed to meet increased 
maintenance work. 

The other increases are all small items, except an item of increase of 
$17,000 for additional rugs, approved by the Senate Rules Committee. 

Senator Haypen. What is the next item / 


NEW SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 


Mi. Srewarr. The next item is the new Senate Office Building. 

This is a Senate item, not considered by the louse Appropriations 
Committee. 

A total of $21,700,000 was authorized in the Second Deficiency 
Appropriation Act, 1948, for the site and building. Of this amount 
$1,100,000 was for site and $20,600,000 for building. The $1,100,000 
for the site has been appropriated and expended—with the exception 
of $88,528 which was appropriated, but saved. 

Of the $20,600,000 for the building, $6,850,000 has been appropriated 
to date. 

For 1956, $8,500,000 is requested. If this amount is approved, 
$5,250,000 will remain to be appropriated in the fiseal year 1957. 

The contract for the foundations for the new building was let Jan- 
uary 10, 1955, in the amount of $747,200, and the work is now well 
underway. 

The plans and specifications for the new building, originally com- 
pleted and approved in 1949, have been revised to conform to the 
changes recommended by the Senate Office Building Commission in 
Senate Document 143, 83d Congress, 

Competitive bids for construction and equipment of the new build- 
ing in accordance with the revised plans and specifications are 
expected to be invited in the early part of July 1955, and a contract 
awarded in the early part of August 1955. 


AUTHORITY TO ACQUIRE REAL ESTATE 
Senator Bripers. Let me ask you just one other question, Mr. 


Stewart. The House has given you rather blanket authority to go 
ahead and acquire, by pure chase or condemnation, or otherwise, certain 
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real estate here on Capitol Hill for current planned extensions and 
possible future planned extensions. 

Have you been giving any thought at all to possible purchase on 
the Senate side of the ‘apitol of further lands? 

Mr. Srewarrt. For fringe areas, around what is actually needed ? 

Senator Bringrs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Srewarr. No, sir. I have advocated and presented in legisla- 
tive form, which is now before Senator Chavez's committee, author- 
ization to purchase the east half of the square on which the new Senate 
Office Building is now being constructed. 

If I may at this time, as this matter unfolds on the House side, I 
would like to go along with some Members of the House in advocating 
that, not only on the Senate side and House side but also on the east 
side, there should be some acquisition for the future development of 
the east Capitol Grounds, 

By the east Capitol Grounds, I mean beyond the Supreme Court 
Building. 

Senator Brinpers. I know that Senator Hayden and I have talked 
about it on various occasions. I feel that we were a little derelict in 
not acquiring more property when we got the property for the new 
Senate Office Bulding. I think in the building of this country and 
the development of this country and all our responsibilities, that the 
time will come here when you may need something new to house the 
Capitol in and I realize that that creates a storm “of abuse now, but 
the people have to look ahead here. 

I just think it is something that you and others should be giving 
your authority and attention to. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


CONTINGENT EXPENSES 


Mr. Srewarr. Mr. Chairman, we have a new item of $50,000 for 
contingent expenses. I should like to place pages 16 and 17 of the 
justification into the record. 

Senator CLements. It may be placed in the record at this point. 

(The justification referred to follows :) 


CONTINGENT EXPENSES, $50,000 


This is a new item submitted for 1956 and is requested in order to facilitate the 
work performed by the Architect of the Capitol in behalf of the Congress. Its 
purpose is to enable the Architect of the Capitol to make surveys and studies and 
to meet unforeseen expenses in connection with activities under the care of the 
Architect. 

It is considered desirable as problems arise in connection with the needs of the 
Congress that there be available a limited fund upon which the Architect may 
draw to employ necessary assistance and to incur such other expenses as may be 
necessary to make surveys and studies required to ascertain facts, solutions, and 
estimates of cost to meet such problems. 

Likewise, when the work of committees and commissions of the Congress might 
be expedited, such as by the extension of a rostrum, rearrangement of lighting, 
erection of a partition or installation of a public-address system, the Architect 
of the Capitol would be in a position to meet these conditions promptly, without 
waiting the delays necessarily incident to the securing of a supplemental appro- 
priation for items costing only a few thousand dollars. 

In like manner, since most of the repair and improvement work in the Capitol 
group of buildings has to be done during the adjournment of Congress, a repair 
or improvement item would not have to be delayed or curtailed when competitive 
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bids exceed by a small sum the amount included for such item in the lump-sum 
annual appropriation ; also, where it is found to be in the interest of the Congress 
to increase the scope of maintenance changes when such work is underway, or 
when unforeseen conditions are encountered in the course of such work, such 
items could also be cared for under a continguent expense fund. Under the 
language of the proposed contingent expenses appropriation text, provision is 
made for the transfer of amounts from the contingent expenses appropriation 
to other aproriations under the Architect to take care of such additional expenses. 

In view of the fact that the Congress is normally in adjournment for 4 or 5 
months each year and that the items for which expenditures would have to be 
made from the contingent expenses fund are most likely to occur during the per- 
formance of work or the planning of work that has to be done during the ad- 
journment period, when Congress is absent, approval of a contingent expenses 
apropriation for 1956 is recommended. 

Senator CLements. Has there ever been a contingency or emergency 
fund ? 

Mr. Srewart. As far as I know, no. 

Senator CLements. How did you take care of ‘the emergency in 
the past? 

Mr. Stewart. We didn’t do it, unless I went to the Appropriations 
Committee and had them approve it and put the money in the next 
appropriation bill. 

Senator Crements. Is that the way that was handled by your 
predecessors as well? 

Mr. Srewarr. Yes, sir; and it means delay. 

Senator Clements. How much of a delay? 

Mr. Srewarr. A month sometimes; other times, much longer. 

Senator CLEMENTS. Sometimes a month getting it cleared through 
the committees / 

Mr. Srewartr. Yes, and if the Congress of the United States is not 
in session, I have had to wait until they return. It takes a month or 
more, if you are in session. 

Senator CieMents. You mean if this Congress would adjourn 1n 
August and a matter of this kind would come up in late August or 
September, the only way that you could act would be to enter into an 
agreement with somebody, just, a good-faith arrangement ¢ 

“Mr. Srewarr. No, sir; I can’t do that under the ‘law. I can’t*obli- 
gate any funds unless I have them. 

Senator CLEMeNts. You mean that if you had a breakdown—— 

Mr. Srewarr. I would fix it up temporarily as best I could, until I 
got the authorization or funds from Congress. 

Senator CLements. I take it there are some breakdowns you cannot 
fix up temporarily, some breakdowns that just have to have replace- 
ments ¢ 

Mr. Srewarr. That is right, sir. 

Senator CLeMEN's. Are there any questions? 

Senator bripces. No. 

Senator Ciements. Is there anything else you want to bring before 
the ge pic ¢ 

Mr. Srewarr. Yes, sir. I have one item which was talked off the 
rec webs over on the House side. 

Senator CLeMents. Is there any reason for us to have it off ? 

Mr. Srewarr. I would like to have it off. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 
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Senator Crements. I see you have some associates here. Do you 
have anything that any of your associates wish to bring up before ‘the 
committee this afternoon ? 

I see Mr. Caraway is here. 

Mr. Srewarr. I brought Mr. Caraway in case any questions were 

raised about the Senate Office Building ; Mr. Cl ancy about the Capitol 
elevators; and Mr. Henlock and Mr. Roof to assist me administratively. 


ADJUSTMENTS IN SALARY SCHEDULES 


Senator CLtements. Are you making any recommendations to the 
committee, or would you not make it to ) the Civil Service Commission, 
of any adjustments that need to be made in salary schedules involving 
Mr. Caraw ay or any others associated with you? 

Mr. Srewarr. Yes, sir; I had a telephone conversation, only this 
morning, with one of the Senators who was interested in one depart- 
ment in the Senate Office Building and that was the operators of the 
subway cars. Now, we are right on the verge of converting all our 
CPC employees from pay rates under the Classification Act to wage 
board rates. 

I would recommend that we wait until after both the 7% percent 
pay raise just voted by Congress is accomplished and the conversion of 
our CPC employees to wage board rates is effected, and then take an- 
other look at our entire wage schedule. 

The civil service classification rates that are paid to some of our 
classified employees are, in my judgment, not commensurate with duties 
performed. 

Senator Crements. I have had some discussions with you about 
that. That isthe reason I raised that question. 

Mr. Stewart. And I hope that the committee will bear with me 
until after this changeover is made, which by law has to be completed 
in September 1955. 

The first part of the next session of Congress I will be in a po- 
sition to come in here with further recommendations. 

Senator Ciements. I gather from that that you would prefer that 
no consideration be given to any salary revisions under the Architect 
at this time saving and except that that would come under the classi- 
fied paid bill that has just been passed ? 

Mr. Stewart. That is right, sir, at least with respect to the office 
buildings, because now I have to divide up our group, by ere 
part of our classified group over to the wage board procedure and I 
do not know yet just what standards will finally obtain. 

Senator SALronsTALL. What you want to do is to get shaken down 
under the new scales, see how it affects your people and then come for- 
ward to overcome any maladjustments ? 

Mr. Srewart. That is right; and by the first of the year I hope to 
be in a position to make further recommendations. 

Senator SarronstaLtL. Any maladjustments would not last for more 
than 3 or 4 months on that basis. 

Mr. Stewart. That is right. 

Senator CLements. You have a few individuals whom I have come 
in contact with, both individuals and workers as individuals, and I 
have looked over the wage schedule and except that you put that in 
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the form that you do, I would discuss with you the change in grade 
of some of the folks involved. 

Mr. Stewart. I have been approached by the chairman of Senate 
Rules Committee in reference to a small group that he feels should 
be regraded. 

Senator Ciements. I have not discussed it with the chairman of 
the Senate Rules Committee, but I think that it is very apparent that 
there needs to be some upgrading in a few places on the basis of the 
work accomplished. 

Mr. Srewarr. I stand ready at all times to reclassify and help any 
of our employees, within the limitations permitted me by law. 

Senator Ciements. Rather than go into the matter by the com- 
mittee at this time, in view of what you are now doing, I would take 
as the alternative that I have the opportunity to at least express my 
point of view to you with reference to a few of those folks and I would 
like to do it certainly within the next couple of weeks. 

Mr. Srewarr. Any of them that are brought to my attention I 
will most certainly attempt to correct. 

Senator Ciements. Rather than to belabor the matter here this 
afternoon in the face of what you say, I will just discuss it with you 
individually and take it you would welcome every other member of 
the committee to do the same thing ? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ciements. Senator Bridges, do you have any further 
questions ? 

Senator Brinces. No questions. 

Senator CLements. If you have no more questions and you have 
no further statement to make, the committee will stand adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 5: 20 p. m., Monday, June 27, 1955, the subcommittee 
was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JULY 6, 1955 


UnitrEp STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 
F-37, the Capitol, Hon. Earle C. Clements, chairman of the sub- 
committee, presiding. 
Present: Senators Clements, Hayden, and Saltonstall. 


LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 


STATEMENTS OF LAWRENCE QUINCY MUMFORD, LIBRARIAN OF 
CONGRESS; VERNER W. CLAPP, CHIEF ASSISTANT LIBRARIAN; 
ERNEST S. GRIFFITH, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE 
SERVICE; AND ARTHUR FISHER, REGISTER OF COPYRIGHTS, 
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM W. ROS- 
SITER, BUDGET OFFICER 


OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN 


Senator CLEMENTS. The committee will come to order. 

The Library of Congress has eight separate appropriation items. 
I have a table which lists the eight separate items and shows that the 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1955 totaled $9,399,636. The budget 
estimates for these items for fiscal year 1956 total $9,866,098, which 
means the Library is asking for an increase of $466,462 over last year. 
Should this increase be granted, the Library would employ 1,612 
persons, an increase of 49 persons over the employment for fiscal 
year 1955. 

The House has reduced the overall estimate to $9,660,000 which is 
more than last year and a reduction of $206,098 in the budget estimates. 


JUSTIFICATIONS 


Pages 1, 2, and 3 from the justifications will be inserted in the 
record at this point, as well as the letter dated July 1, 1955, from 
Mr. L. Quincy Mumford, the Librarian of Congress, and the sub- 
committee will proceed to the consideration of the individual items, 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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TABLE I.—Comparative summary of appropriations and appropriation estimates 


| 
| Appropria- Requested, | Increase, 


Appropriation title tion for 1956 1! 1956 over 
1955 | 1955 

— seein haianaiiaiiiscapntiiannan tiie telemaaliilncicmiagininiinatie —|——- —- -|--——— aetna 
Salaries and expenses, Library of Congress--_- Za 7 $4, 717, 636 | $4, 891, 396 | $173, 760 
Salaries and expenses, Copyright Office 1, 100, 000 1, 195, 284 | 95, 284 
Salaries and expenses, Legislative Reference Service-_.-- 875, 000 | 984, 877 109, 877 
Salaries and expenses, Distribution of Catalog Cards ; 1, 332, 000 1, 379, 541 47, 541 
General increase of the Library of Congress Seeetans . ii 260, 000 300, 000 40, 000 
Increase of the Law Library - ‘ ii 90, 000 90, 000 ‘ 
Books for the Supreme Court--. cua ‘ 25, 000 25, 000 
moons for the BIMG. .....cccccccusscus ee a 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 

A icisicicinis siecenah itasiaactaie kt nthe chan adidiaiiadim intent -| 9,399, 636 9, 866, 098 466, 462 


1 As per revised estimates submitted through the Bureau of the Budget, Mar. 10,1955. Original] estimates 
for 1956 were identical in amount with the appropriation for 1955. 


TaBLE I].—Summary of budgeted positions, 1954, 1955, 1956 


1954 total 1955 total 1956 total 














Appropriation | number number number Increase 
Salaries and expenses, Library of Congress a 1,000 970 980 | +10 
Salaries and expenses, Copyright Office - - - hatutetetabes 244 238 259 | +21 
Salaries and expenses, Legislative Reference Service- -_-- 151 144 160 | +16 
Salaries and expenses, distribution of catalog cards- . 188 190 192 | +2 
Books for the blind, Library of Congress--_. senate 21 21 21 
i a a aad siti deiegaaaanisbiinlan 11,604 1 1, 563 11,612 4 
1 The total number in each instance includes the full-time equivalent of part-time positions. 
TaBLE III.—Summary of increases requested, fiscal year 1956 
ieee soi ane oa aca a sisasensiaasiclbiasstnattaaicraae —- 
Salaries | 
|} and Legisla- Distri- 
> aa expenses | Copy- | tive Ref- | bution of | General ., 
Purpose Library right erence | catalog | increase | Total 
of | | Service cards | i 
Congress | | | 
Salaries, new positions ‘ $30, 895 $75, 080 $85, 660 | $10, 120 | $201, 755 
Ingrade increases - ; ; 57, 298 16, 818 13,594 | 10,082 97, 792 
Reallocations to supergrades_- a | 7, 496 | 7, 496 
Conversions of CPC grades on 37, 233 ; 37, 233 
Local telephone service 2, 500 | . 2, 500 
Penalty mail__-- 20, 000 | ; 20, 000 
Increased binding costs due to wage in- | 
wage increases at bindery~ 10, 131 | 10, 131 
New technical publication | 25, 000 | 25, 000 
Federal group life insurance _- 14, 203 3, 386 3, 127 2, 339 23, O55 
Uniforms, increased requirements... ----- 1, 500 - 1, 500 
Books and library materials $40, 000 40, 000 


Total__. * aesaements 173, 760 95, 284 109, 877 47, 541 40, 000 466, 462 


THE LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 1, 1955. 
Hon. Ear.te C. CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Legislative Bill, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington 25, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR CLEMENTS: I have the honor to request that the legislative 
appropriation bill 1956, H. R. 7117, be amended as follows: 
Page 18, line 2: Library of Congress, ‘“‘Salaries and expenses” from $4,850,000 
to $4,880,895. 
Page 18, line 6: Copyright Office, ‘Salaries and expenses” from $1,140,000 
to $1,176,120. 
Page 18, line 10: Legislative Reference Service, “Salaries and expenses’’ from 
$925,000 to $984,877. 
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Page 18, line 21: Distribution of catalog cards, ‘‘Salaries and expenses’ from 
$1,350,000 to $1,375,000. 
On the following pages I have presented the details of these items. 
I would appreciate an opportunity to appear before your subcommittee for the 
further explanation of this request. 
L. Quincy Mumrorp, 
Librarian of Congress. 


1. LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


The amount allowed by the House makes welcome provision for certain in- 
creased costs and payments required by statute, but does not allow the increase 
in reference staff for which a bare minimum of positions (in only partial restora- 
tion of those lost a year ago) was requested, I have not asked for any positions 
for the acquisitions or processing services, but only for certain services which 
are responsible for the custody and arrangement of the most voluminous materials 
and for making these materials available for use for Members and committees 
of Congress (including the use in their behalf by the Legislative Reference Serv- 
ice), other Federal agencies and the public. Unless such materials (especially 
current periodical publications, Government documents and legal materials) can 
be put in orderly arrangement and produced accurately and promptly the Li- 
brary’s possession of them is nullified. In consequence, the following positions 
all in the reference services, and all in lower grades, are requested: 

New positions requested: 
Reference Department: 
Government publications reading room: 


2 GS-4 (arranging, preparation for binding) __--- re $6, 350 
1 GS-2 (book stack service) ___- ‘ “ 2, 750 
Stack and reader service: 
1 GS-5 (study room service) Se ae 3, 410 
1 GS—4 (searcher, reader service) _ _ - as std 3, 175 
Loan Division: 
1 GS-5 (searcher) _ _ . J sicily, SO 
1 GS-3 (recall notice typist) - - ---- wad oumiaer ce Tae 
Law Library: 
2 GS-3 (filers, looseleaf legal services) _ ae ey 
1 GS-3 (book-stack and sorting and arranging service) _____-- 2, 950 


Positions (10)_--- es ofa ter ei 30, 895 


2. COPYRIGHT OFFICE——-SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


The sum allowed by the House made provision for personnel costs required by 
statute, in the sum of $20,000, as well as $20,000 toward a 3-year project of study 
related to the revision of the copyright law. It did not, however, make provision 
for any staff increase to meet increased workload. 

From 1951 through 1955 the workload has increased 14 percent (from 200,354 
registrations in 1951 to more than 225,000 registrations in 1955) while the staff 
has actually decreased (from 239 to 238 positions). Although the current opera- 
tions of registration and examination have been cared for, there have resulted 
from this diminished staff and increased workload a substantial and serious ac- 
cumulation of necessary work, including maintenance and editing of the 17 parts 
of the copyright card catalogs totaling more than 18 million cards. 

Experience has shown that the operations of the Copyright Office as a whole 
more than reimburse their cost to the Government in fees deposited in the Treas- 
ury (in 1955 estimated at over $882,000) plus the value of materials received for 
the collections of the Library (estimated minimum value over $400,000 in 1955), 
for a large part of which appropriations would otherwise be needed. 

The following positions are requested to maintain currency and meet these 
workloads: 

7 .... $23, 870 

4 (1 compliance searcher, 1 correspondence clerk) - - - - -_- Soe 6, 350 
S—3 (file clerks) - —- een St dae eee = cs ate tah ee i ce! Soe eae 5, 900 


GS-5 (2 examiners, 4 catalogers, 1 reference searcher) ______-_ 
2 GS— 
2G 
Positions (11)........ wh li sad Saat Tek cate ahs cea hat age 36, 120 


’ 
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3. LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE 


The sum allowed by the House provided for mandatory personnel costs and 
also approximately $25,000 for additional staff. This amount will supply approxi- 
mately 5 of the 16 additional positions which are a minimum needed to respond— 
with reasonable adequacy—to the number of congressional requests which it is 
estimated will be received next year. 

Since 1950 the staff of the Service has been reduced from 151 to 144 (actual, 
net permanent, 137) positions. The workload as measured in inquiries received 
has increased during the same period from 41,602 to 56,000 per annum. As a 
result, numbers of important inquiries have been skimped, delayed, or even 
refused when the backlog was such that the necessary deadlines could not be met. 
On the basis of previous experience we expect an increase in inquiries to at least 
60,000 in 1956. To meet this workload, we have estimated that the following 
positions, additional to present staff, will be needed. A number of them, amount- 
ing to $25,783, have been allowed by the House. 


New positions requested: 
Office of the Director: 
1 GS-12 research editor_..________-___--- ie ee es 
P Gs-7 translator. ............. ena {Son Ob como akemaes 4, 205 
Senior Specialists Division: 
3 GS-16 senior specialists at $12,000 (transportation and communi- 


cations, national defense, social welfare) __ 36, 000 
1 GS-7 research assistant____--__- siren nr ee 
1 GS-3 typist ; seks Seb eee renters aeieets Sessa igi class da gk oho a 
Government Division: : 
1 GS-7 social science analyst_............--- ; ee 4, 205 
1 GS-5 junior social science analyst__- aera Se . 93,410 
1 GS—4 reference assistant ee ere it kiinunintease, eee 
History and General Research Division: 
1 GS—5 junior social science analyst-__-- a 3, 410 
} 459-0 CPI ow 5 on eonwus gis pied ala eat mais RR EI ‘ 2, 950 
Economies Division: 1 GS-3 typist_-_- bi ieee nen RRR eS _ 2,950 
Library Services Division: 1 GS—2 deck attendant_.........._.__-_-_- 2, 750 
American Law Division: 2 GS-7 attorneys at $4,205 nd 8, 410 
Ot 16 DORMION Bios occ cia me bal ah da ea ee he 85, 660 


Allowed by the House 25, 783 


Present request. 59, 877 


4. DISTRIBUTION OF CATALOG CARDS, SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


The House allowed an amount of $18,000 to meet mandatory increases in per- 
sonnel costs as well as a new position for the work on the Dewey decimal classi- 
fication. I earnestly request in addition the first installment for a 2-year project 
to publish the sixth edition of Subject Headings Used in the Dictionary Catalogs 
of the Library of Congress. This is one of the Library’s major publications, it is 
essential to the card distribution activity, and it is a basic tool for subject analysis, 
not only in the Library but generally throughout the country. 

The cost of preparing and printing this publication will be charged in major 
part to the ecard distribution work and this part will consequently be returned 
to the Treasury with a profit. The book itself will be sold by the Superintendent 
of Documerts, also at a profit to the Treasury. For this essential tool of library 
and bibliographic work the following is requested: 

First of two annual installments for printing the sixth edition of Subject Head- 
ings Used in the Dictionary Catalogs of the Library of Congress, $25,000. 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator CLEMENTs. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Mumford, 
at this time, in your justification of those items, or any preliminary 
statement that you desire to make. 

Mr. Mumrorp. May I make a brief preliminary statement, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Senator CLEMENTs. Certainly; we will be glad to hear it. 

Mr. Mumrorp. | would like to say, first, that I am very grateful 
for this opportunity of appearing before you. As you know, this is 
my first appearance on this side of the Capitol in support of estimates 
for the Library of Congress. In the interest of brevity here, I will 
not repeat the account of the measures which [ have taken = e my 
entrance into duties as Librarian of Congress on September 1, 1954, 
to assure myself of the adequacy of the various procedures aed 
to effect the proper operation of the Library in matters relating to 
financial accountability, expenditure, personnel administration and 
security. 

I have previously made a statement on these matters to the sub- 
committee of the House Appropriations Committee and this state- 
ment appears in the report of the hearings on the bill. I would like, 
however, to state very briefly the basis of the requests which I am 
now making of you on behalf of the Library for the fiscal year 1956. 


SURVEY OF LIBRARY’S OPERATIONS 


Immediately upon assuming office I undertook a detailed survey of 
the Library’s operations in order to identify any in which retrench- 
ment or improved efficiency might be possible, and to convince my- 
self of the genuineness of the need where additional support see med 
to be called for. At the same time I secured an extension of time, 
from October 1954 until January 1955, for submitting estimates for 
1956. 

In consequence, although I have not completed this study, my esti- 
mates for 1956 reflect it, both by what they include and what they 
omit. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 


‘or example, under the heading ‘“‘Library of Congress, salaries anc 
Ko mple, under the heading “Library of Con; l nd 
expenses,” [ am not asking for any additions to our acquisitions or 
processing staff. 


Salaries and eX Penses, Library of Congress 
1955 regular bill ; sine 7 _. $4, 717, 636 


1956 estimate ; ; : ; $4, 891, 396 


Net increase _ - ae’ as od a 1-173, 760 
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Analysis of increases requested 


1. Communication services - +- $2, 500 

To increase the amount allotted for local tele phone service 

from $27,500 to $30,000 because of a rate increase effective 

August 1954, which added almost 10 percent to the monthly 
telephone bill. 


2. Penalty mail- ss 
The cost of pens lty mail, not bei ing prov ided for in the appro- 


priation for 1955, must be absorbed and is being taken prin- 
cipally from “Books for the blind.’? Such absorption will 
necessarily prevent the use of such funds for the purpose in- 
tended. It is requested that all penalty mail costs other than 
those properly chargeable to “Distribution of catalog cards”’ 
be provided for under this appropriation. The estimated 
annual cost of penalty mail for the entire Library is $58,050 
for approximately 950,000 items. Of this amount, $38,050 is 
included in the estimates for “Distribution of catalog ecards;’’ 
the balance is ee under this appropriation. 
3. Binding___-_- a oh ascites hae rea ae Ne bk 
To provide for an estimated increase of 3 percent in prices 
charged by the Government Printing Office for work done at 
the Library branch bindery due to the 3.1 percent wage increase 
for binders effective May 13, 1954, increasing the allotments for 
binding work to be done by the branch bindery from $337,700 
to $347,831. 
Federal employees group life insurance_ _ _ - fe 
The cost of Federal employees group life insurance is spe- 
cifically requested for 1956 as an item of increased cost. The 
estimate is based on experience during 1955 which indicates a 
cost of about % of 1 percent of the total requirement for per- 
sonal services. 
Eh OI ge — 1]. 
To increase the amount availa able for gus ards uniforms and 
work clothing from $3,500 to $5,000 which will enable the 
Library to equip the guard force more adequately. The total 
requested for this purpose in 1956 is substantially less than 
the amount allowed for uniforms in Public Law 763, 83d Cong. 
6. Conversion from CPC grades to GS grades and wage board grades_ + 37, 233 
To meet the cost of converting all CPC grades as required 
by Public Law 763, 83d Cong. The amount requested covers 
the cost of assigning wage board grades to laborers, chauffeurs, 
elevator operators, check stand attendants, and charwomen, 
to be effective July 1, 1955, and estimated at 10 to 16 percent 
above the present CPC salary level. The estimates are predi- 
cated on the lower figure. 
7. Ingrs a increases 
Increases in salary costs of staff subject to such increases in 
1956 over 1955 due to periodic ingrade increases. 
8. New positions requested to speed up the service 
The annual cost of 10 new positions requested as follows: 


+ 20, 000 


+10, 131 


14, 203 


> 


500 


- 57, 298 


+ 30, 895 


2 GS-5... -_-_- sie naigicst cet ie eee 
3 GS-4 are Bs. st 9. 525 
4 GS-3_. Gri cheats lane : . - 11. 800 
RS Od nn Re an eA te a ie . 2750 
Positions (10)... __-- ieee ea Bega .... 30, 895 
Total inecrease- ss lapatees ‘ . ieee 173, 760 


Mr. Munrorp. I am, on ee vitae ‘head, asking for 10 positions 
to strengthen the reference services—the services connected with 
the actual organization of materials on the shelves and their issuance 
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for use—and this includes not only the official uses of Members and 
committees of Congress—and of the Legislative Reference Service 
which so largely serves them—but also the service to other Federal 
agencies and to the public. These 10 positions, all at lower grades, 
in the Government Publications Reading Room, Stack and Reader 
Service and Law Library, I consider most important, for if material 
cannot be produced promptly when called for, the value of our posses- 
sion of it is largely nullified. 


LOOSELEAF LEGAL SERVICES 


To give you one concrete example out of many available examples: 
As you know, the looseleaf legal, business and other services are a 
development of recent years—a very useful development, indeed. But 
to get the advantages which they offer, the replacement sheets must 
be filed up to date, a time-consuming task. We are now receiving 
277 American, 50 British, 24 Latin American and 80 other foreign— 
a total of 431—legal looseleaf services alone. We have no separate 
staff to keep these filed up to date, but have to leave the users to leaf 
through the unfiled pages and that is an inefficient and hazardous 
practice both from our and the users’ point of view. 


CopyRIGHT OFFICE 


For the Copyright Office I am requesting 11 positions, amounting 
to a 4.6-percent increase, to accommodate to the increase in business 
which has amounted to 14 percent over the past 5 vears, during which 
there has been not only no increase of staff but actually the loss of 
one position. To the natural question of how we have been able, 
with a reduced staff, to absorb the increased work in the past, the 
answer is: By neglecting certain basic functions in order to attend 
to the current business of examining and registering claims. 

In particular, we have postponed the work on published cumulative 
catalogs, required by the Copyright Act; we have neglected the editing 
and revision of the card catalogs, comprising 17 parts and some 18 
million separate entries, which form the basic and essential record 
of legal rights in literary property under the constitutional provi- 
sion; and we have neglected the enforcement of compliance. The 
positions which I am requesting for this work are all, I may note, in 
lower grades, and their cost will, as is that of the staff of the Office 
as a whole, be more than reimbursed in fees and material. 


Salaries and expenses, Copyright Office 
1955 regular bill c sc. $F, 100 O00 
1956 estimate 1, 195, 284 


Net increase é Sa SRE BS 2 hdc Loa ee +-95, 284 


- 
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Analysis of increases requested 


1. Federal employees group life insurance__________-_- thie + $3, 386 
The cost of Federal employees group life insurance, which 
is being absorbed during 1955, is specifically requested for 
1956 as an item of increased cost. The estimate is based 
on experience during 1955 which indicates a cost of about 
44 of 1 percent of the total requirement for personal services. 
Bs MMI INCI OBOR 5 ooo ee oe oe - 
Increases in sal: ry costs of staff subject to such inereases 
in 1956 over 1955 due to a ingrade increases. 
3. New positions ORONUNRES 6 oJ oe ot aes eh pera , 
The annual cost of 21 new positions re quested as follows: 
Studies relating to the revision of the copyright law: 


16, 818 


75, O80 


7 GS-7 Be ie et i alot DN ae a Ane Oa eC, Sr 

3 GS-—4__- Apes 9, 525 
Workload (increased volume of bus iness) : 

REE oo cathe rn Spe teas an 23, 870 

1 GS-4 = So Sade ee a ea Nan a Cee wy kro 

2 GS-3 7 se ae 7 5, 900 

Compliance ac tivity: 1 GS-4___- eae 3, 175 

SUNN tI rs es se a ee 75, O80 


TORR TR MOONE: on 8 ee +95, 284 

Furnishes information relating to particular registrations on a fee basis. Copv- 
right operations not only result in income to the Federal Government, but, when 
the value of materials received is added to cash receipts, these operations produce 
income in excess of their cost as is evident from the following table: 


Fiseal 1954 (actual 


Amount Items 
Income 
Fees applied__.___- Sips . ‘ $871, 463 
Estimated value of materials transferred to the Library of Congress: 
Books at $4 per copy 124, 428 31, 107 
Pamphlets at 25 cents per copy 8, 752 35, O11 
Periodicals at 25 cents per copy 31, 113 124, 455 
Motion picture film at $50 per reel 83, 000 1, 660 
Music at $2.50 per copy--_-- 89, 150 | 35 ¢ 650 
Maps at $5 per copy 23, 900 4, 780 
Prints and engravings at $5 per copy 3, 525 705 
Subtotal, estimated value of materials 363, 868 
Total_. é > ; 1, 235, 331 233, 378 
Cost: 
Salaries ‘ " ‘ ae ‘ - 1, 021, 852 * 
Other costs oe : ‘ 78, 148 
Total ad 1, 100, 000 
Percent total income to cost ‘ * 112 
Percent fees applied to cost o = z ‘ RO 


For the Legislative Reference Service—the department of the 
Library which serves you most directly and most frequently 

Senator Clements. Before you proceed with that, Mr. Mumford, 
I gather from this last statement with reference to the 10 or 11 new 
positions that are needed in the copyright work, that you will get a 
greater increase in vour return by reason of their being there ‘than 
their salaries. 

Mr. Mumrorp. For this position that is requested for compliance, 
ves, we will obtain material that might not otherwise be deposited 
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and that will naturally increase the fees and the value of the material 
that comes to the Library. 

Senator CLeMENTs. And to an amount greater than their salaries 
would amount to? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Definitely so on the compliance. 

Senator CLEMENTS. That is what I had reference to. 

Mr. Mumrorp. For general registration the fees almost equal the 
cost of operation, and the fees plus the value of the material exceed 
considerably the cost of operation. 


COPYRIGHT BOOK DEPOSITS 


Senator Hayprn. As I understand, two copies of a copyright book, 
for instance, will be deposited in the Library? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir. 

Senator HaypEN. You get those for nothing; do you not? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir. 

Senator HaypeEN. In that way you save purchasing? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes. If it were not for the copyright deposits we 
would have to ask you for a much larger appropriation for the pur- 
chase of book materials. 


PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO DEPOSIT BOOKS 


Senator Haypen. What is the penalty that you can impose upon 
those who do not comply with these copyright laws? 

Mr. Mumrorp. I do not believe there is a specific penalty, but I 
would like to have Mr. Fisher speak to that point. 

Mr. Fisuer. The first penalty is this: If I make a demand against 
a claimant who has claimed copyright protection and has not de- 
posited, I can deprive him of his protection. In addition, there is a 
criminal penalty of $100 for those who fail to comply. 

Senator Haypen. If he claims he has a copyright when he has not 
had one? 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes, if he makes an assertion of the claim by publish- 
ing the work with notice and fails to deposit. 

Senator HaypeNn. Let me get this straight. A person can publish 
a book and indicate that it is not copyrighted, and then there is no 
penalty; is that correct? 


COPYRIGHT APPLICATION FEES 


Mr. Fisher. He does not get a copyright, Senator. Under our 
law you get most of your copyrights, in nearly every case, by publish- 
ing the work with notice. There is also registration for certain un- 
published works that gives you copyright. Then the statute requires 
you promptly after public ation to file your application with fee, and, 
in most cases, two copies of the work. The fees, which run over 
$800,000 annually, plus the value of the works, substantially exceed 
the appropriation we are requesting. 

The reason we are in that fortunate position is because these 
industries, book publishing, music, radio, and so on, have come in 
and voluntarily, since I have been in the Copyright Office, supported 
increases in their fees. It is rather a unique position. And therefore 
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it is our belief that we should be in position to give good service, be- 
cause we shouldn’t treat these revenues as general tax revenues; they 
are for service operations. 

Senator CLements. Mr. Fisher, I understood your agency was 
self-supporting. I merely ask the question on the basis of these 11 
additional employees that you are talking about taking in for com- 
pliance and Mr. Mumford said—and you reaffirmed it —you supported 
that the adding of these additional employees would just add that 
much more works, certainly equal to their salary, to your revenues. 

Mr. Fisuer. The value of the fees in cash, ‘plus the value of the 
works which are transferred to the Library— ‘and for which the 
Library would otherwise have to request a separate appropriation- 
is substantially greater than the amount of the appropriation we are 
requesting including these 11 positions. 

Mr. Mumrorp. Mr. Chairman, with respect to the one compliance 
position that is being requested, may I point out that the Compliance 
Section of the Copyright Reference Division, with a staff of 6 during 
1954, secured 11,807 registrations and brought in $50,800 in fees, and 
deposited works valued at $61,000? 

Mr. Fisner. The total fees and material is $111,000 against a 
total cost of the Compliance Unit of $22,000 in 1954. The two income 
figures added together, of materials and cash, was $111,000 in 1954. 

Mr. Mumrorp. So this position that is requested for compliance 
would far more than pay for itself. 


LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE 


Salaries and expenses, Legislative Reference Service 





2065 remuler Hill. .................-. ee ee 
Pape IE IRIN 3g fe ie ket oe oe ol ee eh ae ns eee Oe ee as 984, 877 
PR NOD eke k det es ian il ae eh A ie eS or ao lle 


Analysis of increases requested 


1. Federal employees group life insurance__-__-- teks +3, 127 
The cost of Federal employees group ‘life insurance, which 
is being absorbed during 1955, is specifically requested for 1956 
as an item of increased cost. The estimate is based on experi- 
ence during 1955, which indicated a cost of about one-third of 
1 percent of the total requirement for personal services. 
2. Reallocations to supergrades____- Dee ea es +7, 496 
Under the provisions of Public Law 763, 83d Congress, 14 
Senior Specialists were reallocated in 1955 from GS 15 to 
GS-16, the cost during the remainder of 1955 being absorbed. 
The cost of these reallocations for fiscal year 1956 is specifically 
requested. 
ee a oats _ +138, 594 
Increases in salary costs of staff subje ct to such increases in 
1956 over 1955 due to periodic ingrade increases. 
4. New positions requested _ - - _- _. +85, 660 
The annual cost of 16 new ; positions requested as follows: 
Office of the Director: 
1 G12 Pemearen OG100F. .. 2 cece aneqcnx $7, 040 
Eee 7 SOE oc Cagle ne ken ence cee 4, 205 
Senior Specialists Division: 
3 GS-16 senior specialists, at $12,000 (Trans- 
portation and Communications, National 


Defense, Social Welfare) __- oe oe 36, 000 
1 GS-7 research assistant ; 4, 205 
1 GS-3 typist - ----- a sie thn lererer aes 2, 950 
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Analysis of increases requested—Continued 


4. New positions requested—Continued 
Government Division: 


1 GS-7 social science analyst : $4, 205 

1 GS-5 junior social science analyst_____-__- 3, 410 

1 GS-4 reference assistant___ 3, 175 
History and General Research Division: 

1 GS—5 junior social science analyst_ _ __ - 3, 410 

1 GS-3 typist ee — 2, 950 

Economies Division: 1 GS-3 typist 2, 950 

Library Services Division: 1 GS—2 deck attendant 2. 750 

American Law Division: 2 GS—7 attorneys, at $4,205 - 8, 410 

Positions (16). occene. 3. la ee eee bat ea tee 85, 660 


i cal a asc la ap a + $109, 877 

Mr. Mumrorp. For the Legislative Reference Service—the depart- 
ment of the Library which serves you most directly and most fre- 
quently—I principally want to acquaint you with the facts. These 
are that the workload has increased in the past 5 years 35 percent, 
from 41,602 to 56,000 requests per annum. During the same period 
the staff has actually decreased from 142.5 to 137 net permanent 
positions, or 3.9 percent. 

Again the question arises: How have we been able to take care of 
a 35-percent increase in work with a 4-percent decrease in staff, and 
can we not continue in the same fashion? In answer to the first part 
of the question I can say that in the first place, increase in workload 
does not necessarily require an equivalent increase in staff, for the 
reason that many inquiries duplicate each other and for the additional 
reason that the files of informational material which we build up do 
not have to be increased proportionately to the number of inquiries; 
that in the second place the staff is increasingly expert, and a large 
number of inquiries itself contributes to specialization. But, third, 
and this is very important, we have also accommodated by too 
frequently skimping, delaying, or even refusing important requests, 
because the deadlines could not be met in the face of existing backlogs 
of work. 

In answer to the second part of the question: Can we not continue 
in the same fashion? the answer is ‘Yes; we can,”’ if you conclude that 
this is to be the case. But this is the very question that I am laying 
before you. We estimate that in order to do what we believe to be 
the adequate job which you should be able to expect of us on the 
estimated 60,000 requests which the service will receive next year, 
certain staff over and above the equivalent of five positions which the 
House has allowed will be needed. I have listed them on page 5 of my 
letter of request. 


Total increase _ - : 


INCREASE IN LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE STAFF 


Senator Clements. That is for 16 additional employees? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes; for 16 additional positions in the Legislative 
Reference Service, inc luding 3 senior specialists, with supporting staff, 
but minus the equivalent of 5 which the House has allowed. So it 
really means a net of 11. 

You will notice that these positions are in general at two ends of the 
scale. I am just pointing that out. At one end we are asking for 
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three new senior specialists, with supporting staff; at the other we need 
junior analysts and attorneys, with supporting staff. Such provision 
would liberate to its proper work the intermediate staff, which carries 
the bulk of the burden involving professional competence in law, gov- 
ernment, economics, foreign affairs, and history, and which is now 
diverted by minor requests, on the one hand, and, on the other, is at- 
temping to handle questions of a difficulty bevond what it should 
normally meet. 

Senator Crements. Before you proceed, Senator Hayden and 
Senator Saltonstall may have some questions they would like to ask 
you with reference to the Legislative Reference Service. Before they 
do 1 would ask you what you could accomplish on the House appro- 
priation? I mean with the five additional employees, what percent 
of the needs that you feel should be met will be met? Would it be 
fair to say that since that is about a third of what you asked for, for 
the needs you are not able to meet now, you would be able to meet 
about a third of them? 

Mr. Mumrorp. I think I would like to have Dr. Griffith undertake 
to answer that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Grirritu. Yes. For example, we would be able to meet the 
top level increase in the field of transportation, but not in the fields of 
national defense and social welfare. We could do 1 of those 3. 

Senator CLeMENTs. Can vou tell us the fields where you would 
likely meet vour needs and the fields where you would likely not 
meet them? 

NEW TOP LEVEL POSITIONS 

Mr. Grirrirn. We have requested positions for 3 more highest 
level people not now on the staff; 1 in the field of national defense, 1 
in the field of transportation, and 1 in the field of social welfare, or 
social insurance. 

The increases are there for the top level people. 

Senator Cements. Do I understand you to say, then, that if the 
House figure is concurred in that 2 of these 3 fields will be neglected? 

Mr. Grirriru. They will be neglected. And that means that 
Congress will not have, in 2 of 3 fields, the top level staff which vou 
have demonstrated vou would like to have us have in terms of what 
you ask us to do. 

Senator CLemMents. What have vou been doing in those fields now? 

Mr. GrirrirH. We have been using intermediate grade people, 
who have answered questions which fully merit top level employees, 
having to do, for example, with the future of the aircraft carrier in 
defense; having to do with the present reserve program; in the field 
of social insurance, the widening of the coverage of unemployment 
compensation. 

Senator CLeMENTs. I would gather from that that you are just not 
satisfied with the service that you have rendered in those three fields. 


QUALITY OF WORK 


Mr. Grirriru. I am afraid of the quality of the work, not for the 


want of the will of the people handling it, but because they are not 


at the very highest level of authority, which is the level at which you 
gentlemen are asked to make your decisions on these tremendously 
important matters. 
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Senator CLeMENnTs. Maybe I should not ask you a question that 
puts you in a position of low-rating your services, but I take it that 
you are really not satisfied with the information that you have been 
providing in those 3 fields, and you think with the 
additional specialists of this quality and character, that you could 
provide services in those 3 fields superior to anything that you have 
been able to supply up to now on a general basis? 

Mr. Grirriru. Yes. We did have 2 such persons at 1 time, but 
they have been casualties in the reduction of staff. For example, in 
the field of social security, the Senate Finance Committee and the 
House Ways and Means Committee, at the time of the general revi- 
sion of social-security law, used Mr. Fauri, who was then our senior 
specialist in social welfare, in over 200 executive sessions. We have 
never been able to replace him; we have not had the money. 

Senator Clements. Senator Hayden, do you have any questions? 

Senator Haypen. No questions, Mr. Chairman, 

Senator CLEMENTs. Senator Saltonstall? 


securing of 3 


RESTORATION R EQUESTS 


Senator Sartonstauy. As I see it, Mr. Mumford, what you are 
asking for is an increase in the salaries and expenses, of $11,000 less 
than the budget requests, and in the Copyright Offices you are asking 
to be restored $19,000 under the budget request; in the Legislative 
Reference Service all the budget request and in the Distribution of 
Catalog Cards, $4,600 under the budget request, in round figures? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir. 

Senator SaLtonsTaLt. How do you find you can now get along on 
less than the budget request, if that was your budget request and it 
was not granted by the House? 


CopyriGcut OFFICE 
REVISION OF COPYRIGHT LAW 


Mr. Mumrorp. In the case of the Copyright Office, we were asking 
for 10 positions that were to be devoted to studies looking toward a 
revision of the copyright law. We do need those positions. However, 
the amount that was granted by the House will enable us to make a 
small start in that direction. 

Mr. Fisher can speak to that to greater degree, but that is the 
reason for not pressing our request here for the additional amount for 
that purpose. But they are definite needs. The amount allowed by 
the House will not be adequate to do the job that we think we will 
be called upon to do in the matter of studies for copyright revision. 

Senator SALronsTALL. What this means. then, is that this copyright 
revision will go forward more slowly; is that correct? 

Mr. Mumrorp. That is right, sir. 

Senator Satronstatt. Now I am speaking without knowledge 
especially, but are not the copyright laws and their administration 
way behind? So that if a man asks to get a copyright of a book, 
how soon can he have it? 
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PRINTING CUMULATIVE CATALOGS 


Mr. Mumrorp. The registration, I think Mr. Fisher would say, is 
current. If you are referring to the matter of registering his claim, 
if he submits an application for copyright, with the material to be 
registered, that is done promptly. But the point we have stressed 
here is that certain other functions of the Office have been postponed 
or neglected, namely, the printing of cumulative catalogs, as indi- 
cated in the law, at periodic intervals, and the editing of the card 
catalog, which is a basic tool; it is very important that it be kept up 
to date and be very accurate. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that it is a question in the copyright of 
how fast you go ahead with bringing your editing of your cards up to 
date and of revamping or going over the revision of the law; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Is there any great demand that the law be 
revised? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes. There again I would like to have Mr. 
Fisher indicate the general situation that exists there. 


COPYRIGHT LAW OUTMODED 


Mr. Fisuer. On the question, Senator Saltonstall, of the revision 
of the laws, we are operating essentially under the law of 1909. This 
law was written before there was any radio or television industry, 
before the motion picture industry developed, before the growth of 
the modern record industry, and modern methods of reproduction. 
In other words, it is a law nearly 50 years out of date. There has 
been very strong pressure, since I have been in the Copyright Office 
and Register, for a fundamental revision of the law. This was post- 
poned for the last 6 or 7 years because, as you know, we have been 
engaged since the war in the development of a universal copyright 
convention to protect American works over the world. 

For example, 42 percent of the motion picture industry’s picture 
revenues come from foreign showings, and while different industries 
of great importance have urged on us this revision of the laws, we 
hitherto felt if we mixed the revision of the domestic law with the 
foreign situation it would not be possible to put the convention 
through. The convention has received the necessary ratifications 
only within the last 3 weeks and, together with one or two imple- 
menting changes in the domestic law, is now out of the way. 

There have been several committees of the American Bar Associa- 
tion and other groups concerned with copyright, strongly urging us 
to work on the fundamental revision of the law, doing the analyses 
and spadework and presenting the alternatives. 

We have set that up on the basis of a 3-year project, with these 10 
people to whom you refer. In accepting the House proposal, as you 
have said, we would simply have to go slower. As a matter of fact, 
there has already been some criticism of our going as slowly as on a 
3-year project. However, we were prepared to at least start with 
this small group. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that from the point of view of the 
Copyright Section, you have 2 problems: first, to go forward on this 
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revision of the law to bring it up to date—that is almost 50 years 
behind—and the other one is to go through your copyright cards and 
catalogs and bring them up to date? 


KEEPING CARD CATALOG UP TO DATE 


Mr. Fisoer. Yes. Let me say one word on that. We have a 
catalog of 18 million cards. This is, | believe, the largest catalog in 
the world; it is larger than any other catalog in the Library of Con- 
gress. It is not only a basic tool in relation to the Library, but in 
our case our catalogs represent important property values. 

For example, I recall we once received in the course of a few weeks 
period problems connected with Sir Winston Churchill’s history of 
the Second World War, President Eisenhower’s autobiography, and 
that of Governor Byrnes. Each one involved several difficult ques- 
tions. 

In some cases, such a single property, syndicated in periodical form 
and later issued in book form, often carrying subsidiary rights repre- 
sents values as much as our entire annual appropriation. A single 
error in reporting the status of such a work might result in serious 
losses. We have not been able to check holes in the copyright catalog 
edit it, bring it up to date, and on that portion of the appropriation 
that Mr. Mumford requested for these purposes we were granted 
nothing. 

In other words, we have kept up with our current registrations, as 
Mr. Mumford said, but we have not had resources nor time to do the 
necessary checking and assure the accuracy of this great catalog. And 
that is where the other 10 people come in, to whic h we refer. 

In the case of the Patent Office, which is the most ne arly parallel 
operation to ours, the fees represent less than 50 percent of the appro- 
priation, whereas in our case fees plus materials are over 100 percent. 

Senator SALTonsTALL. What we want to do is to keep your service 
up, so that it is sufficiently valuable so that it will bring in receipts to 
the Treasury. 

Mr. Fisoer. We think that is right. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You pay ‘for yourself, do you not? 

Mr. Fisuer. We do more than that. Therefore we find it very 
difficult to understand why, having got our fees increased with the 
cooperation of the publishing and other industries, when we ask for 
this mimimum request, there should be any question about it. Had 
we gone beyond that minimum a different situation might be presented. 
But since we are a fee-supported office and are not revenue raising, 
on a showing that the request is needed for efficient operations, we 
think it should be granted. 

Senator SatronstaLL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask 1 or 2 more 
questions? 

Senator CLEMENTs. Go right ahead. 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Senator SaLTonsTALL. On your salaries and expenses I note that 
you are $11,000 down from your budget request. That means, does 
it, Mr. Mumford, that what you feel is that you can get along with a 
little less than you asked for originally? 
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Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir. Those concern small things here and 
there, such as the complete coverage for in-grade increases, for penalty 
mail, uniforms, and so on, that we think we can manage there. So we 
did not wish to repeat the request here in full. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. But you do need that money if you are 
going to have an orderly arrangement of your periodicals and so on? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, indeed. I would like to emphasize as much 
as I can the need for these 10 positions to strengthen the informational 
reference services in the Reference Department and in the Law Li- 
brary. We could render the Members and the committees much 
prompter service than we are now doing if we had those positions. 

About 16 percent of the requests are found not to be on the shelves, 
and it requires searching to locate those items and be able to produce 
them promptly. And we could do a great deal more than that if we 
had these additional positions. 

Senator SALToNSTALL. The Library is no good unless you can find 
the book. 

Mr. Mumrorp. That is right. And for the material in serial form 
that is coming to the shelves, it must be prepared for binding and 
placed in the bound volume, to be most useful. That is a part of that 
request, and for the filing of these looseleaf services. 

Before you came in I had indicated the number of looseleaf services 
which we received in the Law Library alone, and they simply are not in 
usable form unless they are filed and kept in orderly arrangements. 

Senator SALTronsTALu. In the Legislative Service you have asked for 
it all back because you expect an increase in the number of inquiries? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir. That is based upon the increased work- 
load. And as Dr. Griffith has pointed out, the fact is that in those 
three fields in which we are asking for senior specialists, we have not 
had people of the highest competence. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. In your catalogs you are asking for $4,500 
down, and you want that money in order to start the files of annual 
installments for printing your book? 


DISTRIBUTION oF CATALOG CARDS 


Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir. That is very important. That is an 
integral part of our card-distribution service, and eventually that will 
pay for itself also. It is important to the services of the Library of 
Congress and to libraries throughout the country. 

| had a further statement on that. May I continue? 

Senator CLemMEeNts. My understanding is that your appropriation 
last year was $1,332,000. 

Mr. Mumrorp. That is right. 

Senator CLements. You asked $1,379,541, and the House figure is 
$1,350,000. I think it might be well for you to make your statement 
on that at this time. 

Or perhaps you have a preliminary question before that, Senator 
Saltonstall? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. No. I had been reading his statement here, 
and I thought he bad been through it. 

Senator CLEMENTs. Go ahead, Mr. Mumford. 


Mr. Mumrorp. | will elaborate on the difference between what we 


asked of the House and what was granted, in a moment. 
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Senator CLements. That is what this committee is interested 
hearing, the justification for the additional appropriations. 


Carp DistRIBUTION SERVICE 


Mr. Mumrorp. For the card distribution service, I am requesting 
the first of two annual appropriations to make possible the sixth 
edition of a publication which, as I have already indicated, is very 
important not only to the Library of Congress but to other libraries, 
and which will pay for itself. Further details are at page 6 of the 
letter of request in respect to that, but I wish to stress the importance 
which I attach to this 2-year project and to stress again that the 
Government, which is the only place to which libraries of the country 
can look for this service, will be reimbursed by them, at a profit. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I have attempted to be brief. I shall be 
glad, however, to provide additional details concerning any of the 
operations of the Library if you should desire. 

In conclusion I would like to make this statement: I would like to 
say that since last September when I took office, I have been in- 
creasingly impressed with the importance of the services which the 
Library of Congress renders to the operations of American democratic 
government, as represented by the Congress, and to the support of 
education, science, and scholarship, as represented by the library 
system of this country. 

As a public librarian in Cleveland I was aware of part of the story, 
but very few people, I find, know the whole, which is a very great 
tribute to the institution which was created by and primarily serves 
the Congress of the United States. 


Salaries and expenses, distribution of catalog cards 


1955 regular bill_ BA ees 2 so. eer ee eee ee 
1956 estimate_______~_ a ee > 1,379, 541 


Net inerease.....nisececacn gem ok wiih i Ce Oar ce +47, 541 


Analysis of increases requested 


Approximately 88 percent of all increases requested, as is true for the appro- 
prt ition as a whole, will be returned to the Treasury. 


Technical publications _. +$25, 000 
For printing the 6th edition of pm arv of C ongress ; Subj ect 
Headings. This is the first half of a 2-year project, which is 


basie to the Library’s cataloging ioarationn, and to other 
libraries which purchase Library of Congress printed catalog 
cards. 
Federal employees group life insurance +2, 339 
The cost of Federal employees group life insurance, whic +h is 
being absorbed during 1955, is specifically requested for 1956 
as an item of increased cost. The estimate is based on exper- 
ience during 1955 which indicates a cost of about one-third 
of 1 percent of the total requirements for personal services. 
3. Ingrade increases _- - + 10, O82 
Increase in salary costs of staff subject to such increases in 
1956 over 1955 due to periodic ingrade increases. 
4. New positions requested 
The annual cost of 2 new positions 1 requested as follows: 
Dewey decimal classification project, 2 GS-9 
classifiers = aa fe $10, 120 


i) 


. + 10, 120 


TORO EOI et i oS Oe Rel Si 


Broo le mad at ae +-47, 541 








{ 
i 


[ 
‘ 
: 
f 
? 


~~ | PAGz sets = 





~ 


li 


eetee ee eee 





40 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 1956 


General statement.—This appropriation provides for the operation of one of the 
Library’s most important activities, the printing of the Library’s catalog cards, 
its catalogs in book form, and certain near-print publications, and their sale to 
Government agencies, libraries, and other institutions throughout the world. 
These catalog cards and other publications are of vital concern to libraries through- 
out the country as they make it possible for other libraries to make use of the 
Library’s work in cataloging and classification without costly and wasteful dupli- 
eation of effort, and provide at the same time a countrywide standard which 
facilitates the researches of all who use libraries. 

Volume of business.—In each of the past 6 years, sales to almost 9,000 subscribers 
have averaged over 20 million cards, and the net receipts, which were close to 
$1 million for each of the years 1949-52, exceeded $1 million in 1953 and 1954, 

Receipts 1949-54: 


1949__- st il es ie” A en otic a sa $961, 855 
| Se ee ee WUb COO OOS. 6c osha cowcuncan ns OZ 66S 
SRO Rawtin Sons . see MOG OO WOR soc Hematite mk ais 1, 062, 742 


Receivts for 1955, based upon sales for the first 9 months, are estimated at 
$1,153,000, which represents a 9 percent increase over 1954. 

Revenue producing activities—A small part of this appropriation is used to 
finance the Library’s own needs, such as cards for its publie and official catalogs. 
The bulk of activities financed by this appropriation is for services to other 
libraries and institutions, and results in revenues which are covered into the 
miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury. For example, the net cash receipts for 
1954 amounted to 84 percent of this appropriation’ the ratio for 1955 is expected 
to be 88 percent. ’ 

Two additional positions, GS-9 Dewey decimal classifiers, are requested for 
fiscal 1956. Libraries purchasing Library of Congress printed catalog cards for 
the most part use the Dewey decimal classification system rather than the Library 
of Congress system. A small staff of classifiers whose salaries are provided by 
this appropriation assign decimal classification numbers for a portion of books 
for which eards are printed. The two additional classifiers are requested to assist 
in editing the Dewey decimal classification by adding new subjects developed in 
recent vears (particularly scientific subjects) and eliminating or changing numbers 
for existing subjects. The current maintenance and development of this classi- 
fication system is of great importance to public libraries and numerous university 
and college libraries. 

Cost to be returned to Treasury.—The cost of these 2 positions, which will increase 
the staff from 190 positions to 192 positions, will in due course be returned to the 
Treasury plus 10 percent profit as required by the basic statute governing the 
sale of card indexes (2 U.S. C. 150). 

Now, in regard to the card distribution service, we had requested 
the money for this revision of the subject heading list $25,000 and 
2 additional positions for the assignment of Dewey decimal numbers 
for the cards which we sell to libraries throughout the country. The 
amount which was granted by the House will permit us to engage 
at least one person for this Dewey decimal classification work, and we 
decided that we would not repeat the request for the additional posi- 
tion here. But we would like to repeat and emphasize the need for 


the appropriation for this work here that we have exhibited. 
GENERAL INCREASE OF THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 


Senator CLtements. Mr. Mumford, I note that for the appropria- 
tion entitled “General Increase of the Library of Congress” the House 
allowed you $280,000 which was a reduction of $20,000 from the 
budget estimate. This has been continually decreasing over a long 
period of years. I notice from the figures here that for 1946 the 
appropriation was $525,000; for 1947 it was $370,000, and for 1948 
to 1950 it was $300,000. 
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Will the Library suffer under these figures? 

Mr. Mvumrorp. Mr. Chairman, we certainly need the full amount 
that was requested of the House. However, the amount which was 
granted will enable us to fill in many of the gaps of old material and 
to obtain some of the current material which we have not been able to. 
It is somewhat relative. I would say that the need is great, but we 
felt that we could get along with the amount that was granted. 

Senator CLemMENts. Do you actually need the $300,000? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir; I would say definitely we need it. May I 
ask Mr. Clapp if he would care to elaborate on that? 

Senator CLEMENTS. We will be glad to hear him. 

Mr. Cuiapp. The large amount in fiscal year 1946, sir, does not 
represent a normal appropriation, nor do we seek that amount now, 

Senator CLeMENTs. I think that is proved by the fact that it has 
operated for some vears at $300,000. 

Mr. Ciapp. Yes, sir. That was a postwar grant to make it possible 
for us to go back into the war years and comple te our filling gaps. 

Senator CLements. Mr. C I take it that there is no member 
of this committee who desires to see any money appropriated for the 
Library of Congress or any other agency that is not needed to operate 
that agency. At the same time I think there is great pride in our 
Library and that it is the desire on the part of the membership of this 
committee as well as the Congress to see it operate in full usefulness. 

If that additional money is “needed I think vou ought to get some- 
thing in the record at the present time so as to show the need and what 
you can accomplish with that amount, and what you fail to accomplish 
if you do not get it. 

INCREASES IN BOOK PRICES 


Mr. Cuapp. Sir, what has been happening in the last few years is 
that the postwar increases in prices have been catching up with us. 
We have estimated a minimum increase of 20 percent in the last very 
few years in the prices of books and at the American Library Associa- 
tion, which is meeting in Philadelphia this week, it was declared in a 
meeting of the research libraries on the basis of figures collected over 
the past 2 vears that there has been a big increase in scientific and 

technical periodical publication prices in the last 4 vears. 

Now, specifically it is these increases in prices which have caught up 
with us and for which we need to compensate with an increased appro- 
priation. The $300,000 is the minimum of what we should have to 
operate effectively; and by that I mean acquire the materials that we 
need to have for the general service. 

Senator CLtements. Mr. Mumford, I take it that you concur in that 
statement? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do. 

I would like to point out that in the statement we made to the 
subcommittee of the House we indicated that this $40,000 increase we 
were requesting would be utilized to fill the gaps in the present collec- 
tions as opportunities present themselves and to procure microfilm 
copies to replace deteriorating originals of pulp newspapers and period- 
icals. And certainly that is a very serious and grave need in both 
categories. 

With less mone vy we would not be able to acquire as many items to 
fill the gaps in older material, and we would not be able to do as much 
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as far as replacement on microfilm of deteriorating materials is 
concerned. 

Senator CLEeMENTs. Is there any question that either of you 
Senators has to ask on that subject? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. I Just want to say this: Mr. Mumford, you 
come here with a good reputation as librarian in Cleveland and 
elsewhere. 

Mr. Mvumrorp. Thank you. 

Senator SaLronsTaLy. What you want to do is keep the greatest 
library we have in the country going ahead. 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir; I do. 

Senator SALTONsSTALL. And you can only do that by buying books 
and buying new books as they come out and keeping them up. And 
you go the limit. If we gave you $5 million you could spend it 
decently; could you not? 

Mr. Mumrorp. We could certainly spend many times over the sum 
requested. 

| might add that the budget of $300,000 for the purchase of book 
materials is not a large budget for a ages the size of the Library of 
Congress. We spent year after year from $260,000 to $300,000 for 
books in the Cleveland Public bate. 

Senator SarronsraLy. How much? 

Mr. Mumrorp. From $260,000 to $300,000, year after year, with 
much smaller collections than we have here. 


Creneral increase of the Library of Congress 


1955 regular bill es ---. $260, 0OO 
1956 estimate : 300, OOO 
Net LLCrease : ai LO. OOO 


Analysis of increase requested 


L.. Books and other ibrary materiales... ....o0...c0c6oscccccd secs. + $40, 000 
General slatement.—This appr opriation provides for the purchase of materials 
for the Library’s eral collections. The Library’s acquisitions program is 


directed toward ae aad urement, from various parts of the world, of the current 
and noneurrent publications needed for research and which provide necessary 
information regarding those areas of the world that are now the subject of 
intensive study. 

In fiscal 1954, the net additions to the collections numbered about 1,500,000 


pieces. Of this number, only about 25 percent were purchased; the remainder 
were acquired through copyright deposit, transfers from Federal agencies, gift, 
or domestic and international exchange. However, the relatively small propor- 


tion acquired by purchase constitutes a most essential part necessary to balance 
the collections, to procure important materials which cannot be obtained other- 
wise, and to make materials obtained without cost more useful (for example, by 
purchasing — ‘xes), 

History of cppropriation.—For the first postwar vear 1946, $525,000 was appro- 
priated to help fill some of the gaps which had occurred during the war years. 
Reduced to $370,000 for 1947, the appropriation was further reduced to $300,000 
for the vears 1948-50, to $270,000 for years 1951-54, and then to $260,000 for 1955. 

Amount available for books and library materia’s.—-Of the total of $260,000 appro- 
priated for 1955, about $34,000 is required for expenses incidental to the acquisi- 
tions program, such as travel, freight and express, and communication costs, leav- 
ing $226,000 for purchase of books and library materials. About 45 percent. of 
this is for subscriptions to keep our collection of periodicals and other continuing 
publications up to date, leaving about $125,000 for regular book purchases. A 
small part (about $5,000) of this remainder is being used for purchase of micro- 
film copies of publications, but this division does not allow enough to meet the 
Library’s requirements for either microfilm or book purchases, 
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Price increases.—Simultaneously with the reductions of the appropriation, the 
Library has been confronted with rising prices for materials in all forms and for 
foreign, as well as domestic, publications. Price increases since 1950, the last 
vear at the $300,000 appropriation level, have amounted to at least 20 percent. 
It is evident that a 13-percent reduction in appropriation accompanied by a 
20-percent increase in prices has left the Library in a significantly weakened 
position with respect to its acquisitions program. 

Proposed application of $40,000 increase requested.—The $40,000 increase re- 
quested would be utilized to fill the gaps in the present collections as opportunities 
present themselves and to procure microfilm copies to replace the deteriorating 
originals of pulp newspapers and periodicals. 


Books FoR SuPREME CourRT 


Senator CLEMEeNts. Mr. Mumford, I notice that the House allowed 
you the full amount of $25,000 requested for books for the Supreme 
Court. 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir. 

Senator CLemMents. That amount has been made available each 
year for many years. 

I also notice that, on page 57 of the justifications, the library of the 
Supreme Court has administered, under the direction of the Chief 
Justice, funds appropriated by the Library of Congress for the pur- 
chase of books and periodicals. I take it that you buy these books 
for the Supreme Court? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Orders are submitted by the librarian of the 
Supreme Court. 

Mr. Ciapp. They buy them directly. 

Mr. Mumrorp. They buy them directly. 

Senator CLemENts. Why is it that the appropriation, then, is made 
to the Library of Congress and not made to the Supreme Court under 
the judiciary appropriation bill? 

Mr. Mumrorp. May [ask Mr. Clapp to give the history of that? 

Mr. Crapp. When the Library of Congress was in the Capitol, sir; 
back in 1832, the Law Library was separated from the rest of the 
Library and placed in contiguity to the Chamber of the Supreme Court, 
and purchases for it were placed under the direction of the Chief 
Justice. This is a historical development. 

Senator CLeMENTs. Is there any pride in the purchase, any reason 
for the Library of Congress to handle this matter rather than the 
Supreme Court? 

Mr. Crapp. No. But what has happened is that when the Supreme 
Court Building was built, we moved over there a tremendous collection 
of lawbooks. These are part of the Library of Congress. 

Senator CLtements. What I have in mind is this: If there is any 
desire upon the part of the Court to handle its own purchases, there 
is no objection upon the part of the Library of Congress; is there? 

Mr. Ciapr. None at all. 

Senator CLemMents. I am not suggesting they want to, but it is 
merely to get an expression from the Library. 

Mr. Mumrorp. As Mr. Clapp has pointed out, the Library of Con- 
gress has moved a considerable number of books over there. So this 
appropriation in effect is adding to a collection which is the property 
of the Library of Congress. 

Mr. Crapp. It still belongs to the Library of Congress. However, 
the purchases are actually made by the Marshal of the Supreme 
Court who reports his purchases to us. 
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I believe there is some feeling, sir, on the part of the Supreme Court 
that it ought to own and completely control its library. But this 
proposition has been placed before this committee and the coordinating 
committee in the House who turned the request down. So it has gone 
along on the present basis, which is completely amicable. 

Senator CLements. It was for that reason I thought we might get 
the position of the Librarian in the record this morning. 


INCREASE OF THE LAW LIBRARY 


Senator CLEMENTS. Under the title ‘Increase of the Law Library’ 
the House allowed the full amount of the budget estimate, $90,000, 
which is the sum made available for this purpose each year for the 
past several years. The general statement of justific ation of this 
appropriation will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The information referred to follows: ) 


Increase of the Law are 
1955 regular bill___-_.- a a Aen eee Sr eett waist beds 
Re I i i in ib etnies eh ceed eh ood ede aeweus er 


$90, 000 
90, 000 


Ue I is a ta as ea Da Re ee el eee are ae 0 


General statement.—This appropriation provides for the purchase of materials 
for addition to the collections of the Law Library. The Law Library has one 
of the most comprehensive collections of lawbooks ever assembled, and is the 
only Federal library that provides complete information on the laws of foreign 
jurisdictions. The Congress, the executive departments and agencies, and the 
United States courts are dependent upon the Law Library as the most complete 
and most accessible source of legal information on all subjects for all countries. 
Continued development of this collection prevents wasteful duplication in other 
agencies maintaining working law libraries. 

No increase is requested in this appropriation. 


Books FOR THE BLIND 


Senator CLEMENTS. Now I would like to talk about the “Books for 
the blind,” the last item for which the budget estimate, the appropria- 
tion for last year and House rec ‘ommendation this year are all in the 
amount of $1 million. Several pages from the justification describing 
this appropriation, I think it would be important for the record if 
they be placed in the record at this point. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Books for the blind 
BOSD POAT TEN. cob Sod oo de wedcwccen tee ees oe 
1956 estimate.__......- A ck alee ake tae et 


, 000, 000 
Y 000, 000 


TR I a i i a a 0 


General statement.—The Division for the Blind is responsible for administering 
a national program to provide reading materials for the blind of the United States, 
its Territories and insular possessions. In discharge of this responsibility it exe- 
cutes two closely related operations: 

First, it provides books in raised characters (braille and Moon type) and 
talking books (books in recorded form) together with the reproducers (ma- 
chines to play the records). The books are distributed to 28 regional libraries 
throughout the country which assume responsibility for their custody and 
circulation to the individual blind within specific areas. The reproducers are 
distributed to qualified blind readers by 55 State agencies for the blind. 

Second, the Division maintains one of the 28 regional libraries which is 
located in the Library of Congress and provides service to more than 4,500 
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readers in the District of Columbia and the States of Maryland, Virginia, 
North Carolina, and South Carolina. 

In addition this regional library offers a national service of a unique collection 
of braille books not generally available in other regional libraries. 

The reading materials are available for loan without charge to residents of the 
United States, its Territories, and insular possessions whose central visual acuity 
is 20/200 or less in the better eye with correcting glasses or whose field of vision 
at its widest diameter subtends an angular distance at no greater than 20°. 

This service, formerly limited to adults, who were defined by the Library as 
persons 16 years of age or older, was extended to younger persons by Public 
Law 446, 82d Congress, approved July 3, 1952. 

Since the reading tastes of the blind are indistinguishable from those of sighted 
readers, it is the policy of the Division for the Blind to provide in embossed and 
talking book forms the best current and noncurrent books, both fiction and 
nonfiction. The selection is made by the Library of Congress after consultation 
with an advisory group of 50 persons, including librarians, literary critics, and 
blind readers living in all parts of the United States. The books are purchased 
by the Library from non-profit-making institutions whose activities are concerned 
primarily with the blind. 

The Division for the Blind also conducts a general reference service on matters 
pertaining to the interest and welfare of the blind and a bibliographic service for 
blind readers. To meet the demand for single-copy braille books, the Library 
conducts a program for organizing the services of sighted volunteers, instructing 
them in braille transcription, training blind persons in braille proofreading, and 
binding and finishing the transcribed books. 

Although an amendment to the basic act, approved by Congress on August 8, 
1946, authorizes an annual appropriation of $1,125,000, the request for the addi- 
tional $125,000 is deferred at this time. 

No increase in the appropriation is requested at this time. However, adjust- 
ments within the overall program are contemplated as shown in the following table: 


a 





nich) indian 
Decrease (—) 

















| 
| 5 re 
1955 1956 increase (+ 
1A Salaries 5 cp bees aettaaees $87, 000 $87, 000 
1B Salaries, special and temporary 100 100 
2 Travel__- | 2, 000 2, 000 
3 Freight and express 500 500 
4A Postage_- ; . ; 4, 000 4, 200 | +$200 
4B Long-distance telephone ; ; 200 225 +25 
6A Miscellaneous printing-- 1, 000 1,000 
6B Publications. see 15, 000 15, 000 
6C Printing cards : ; aie 1, 500 +1, 500 
7A Repair of machines___-_-_- : 51, 500 40, 000 —11, 500 
(Number repaired) - - - (6, 130) (4, 760) 
7B Contracts for publication of Talking Book Topics and 
Braille Books Review 10, 500 —10, 500 
7C Development contracts ; . 50, 000 30, 000 - 20, 000 
7D Consultant contracts___- 2, 000 2, 000 
8A Supplies and materials 1, 500 1, 500 
8B Braille transcribing : 4, 500 4, 500 
8C Needles ea ; 4, 500 4, 500 
9A Books in braille_.......__- Se ate aeee Y seal 90, 000 75, 000 —15, 000 
(Titles) aaa (137) (115) 
9B Books in moon.... saat ; 4, 000 4, 000 
(Titles) sates ge . (3) (3) 
9C_ Sound reproduction records. 471, 700 476, 975 +5, 275 
(Titles) pie (175) (170) 
9D Replacement of machines 200, 000 250, 000 +50, 000 
(Number of machines) _-_-_.--.-- (5, 425) (6, 575) 
i ae 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 


The following program objectives have been set for 1956: 

1. To provide, within the limitations of available funds, a maximum satisfaction 
to the increased reader demand for talking books, and to supply reproductions of 
books in braille and Moon type commensurate with the declining reader demand. 

In this connection it is noted that during the period 1947-54, the number of 
readers of talking books increased from 23,343 to 38,090 or 60 percent, and the 
circulation of talking books from 542,951 to 1,037,617 or 90 percent. During 
the same period, readers of braille books decreased from 11,511 to 9,381 or 18 
percent and circulation from 293,246 to 174,557 or 40 percent. 
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2. To explore with the research department of the American Printing House 
for the Blind improved and more economical techniques of printing in braille type. 

3. To seek solutions to some of the more pressing problems confronting regional 
libraries in the rendering of service, especially the difficulties stemming from 
accumulations of surplus and little used reading materials. 

To achieve the development and manufacture of an improved talking book 

machine and accomplish more effective procedures for its distribution. 

5. To initiate and develop more effective procedures and techniques in the 
repair of talking book machines. 


TALKING BOOK MACHINES 


Senator CLemMents. You make no recommendations on any change 
in that appropriation at all; is that correct? 

Mr. Mumrorp. That is correct, sir. We will be able to do more 
during the next year with the appropriation because of the reduced 
price on talking book machines. We will be able to buy more of those 
than we have in previous years. 

Senator CLements. While you are on the talking book machines, I 
have a little note here that says that there is a nonprofit association in 
Pennsylvania that has placed a bid with you that was not the success- 
ful bid, but the nonprofit organization was very desirous of entering 
into a contract with the Library to furnish these machines probably 
at the same price that the successful bidder had made. Since this is 
a nonprofit association and since it is a nonprofit association for the 
blind, I would like to have your comment on the request that they 
have made that they be given this contract, or that they be awarded 
some of these machines. 


PENNSYLVANIA ASSOCIATION FOR THE BLIND 


Mr. Mumrorp. This relates to the Philadelphia branch of the Penn- 
sylvania Association for the Blind? 

Senator CLeMENts. That is correct. 

Mr. Mumrorp. Mr. Chairman, the Library has been very interested 
in the work of that association and the branch in Philadelphia, and it 
has granted contracts during the last 2 vears to it for the manufacture 
of a considerable number of machines. It has been our intention to 
negotiate a contract for the manufacture of a considerable number of 
machines in 1956 with them also. When the bids were placed, the 
society was much higher than one of the commercial companies. 

Senator Cements. Am I correct that it is $4.43 per unit higher; 
$27.80 to $32.20? ; 

Mr. Mumrorp. That is correct. 

As J say, we are interested in promoting the work, the workshop 
there, by which they are building machines, but we also felt a re 
sponsibility to make the money of the appropriation to go as far as 
possible in serving the program for the blind throughout the country. 
Since we did have this much lower figure from the commercial company 
we felt impelled to grant the contract for some 6,000 machines to the 
commercial company, and it has been our intention to negotiate a 
number, perhaps in the neighborhood of 4,000 machines, with the 
society. 

Senator Ciements. I understand that you are buying 10,000 during 
the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Mumrorp. Approximately that is our present plan. We are 
able to buy more than we anticipated because of the lower price that 
was bid by the commercial company. 
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Senator CLEMENTS. You feel justified, as I understand, then, in 
negotiating with this nonprofit firm on the same basis as you had 
bids from the private firm for the remainder of these machines. 

Mr. Mumrorp. As to whether we require them to come down to 
the absolute level of the lowest commercial bidder I am not prepared 
to say at this moment, Mr. Chairman, in view of the text of the law. 
But we did feel that if we asked commercial bidders to bid on these 
machines—and may I point out that the price which the Philadelphia 
branch has charged for the machines in previous years was consider- 
ably higher, as was their bid in this case also—and never gave them 
any business we would not be able to obtain bids from them at all 
in the future. 

Senator CLEMENTs. I take it that the Library desires to give all the 
encouragement that they can to this nonprofit organization? 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes, sir; we do. 

May I indicate the figures of the work which was granted to the 
Philadelphia branch? 

Senator CLEMENTS. We will be pleased if you would. 

Mr. Mumrorp. For 1954, for the manufacture of machines, 
$123,511, and for the repair of machines, $18,941.25 

For 1955, $156,262 for the manufacture of machines, and for repair 
$18,310.39. 

Senator CLeMENtTs. That in itself is evidence that you have recog- 
nized the nonprofit organization 1s a satisfactory supplier. 

Mr. Mumrorp. I might add one other figure, Mr. Chairman. For 
those 2 years the contracts called for 7,800 machines to be manu- 
factured. And, as | indicated, it has been our intention to negotiate 
for about 4,000 for the coming vear. 


ENCOURAGEMENT TO ASSOCIATIONS FOR BLIND 


Senator CLements. Mr. Mumford, I can well understand the 
responsibility that you have to the Congress when an appropriation 
is made, that is, that you get the most for that dollar that it is possible 
to get. On the other hi ind, I can also well understand the desire and 
the importance of encouraging a nonprofit organization for the blind; 
through manufacture of these machines it means that they can be 
helped in such a way that they may stay afloat, or, otherwise, they 
may not be able to keep their heads above water. 

For one member of the committee I would not want to try to tell 
the Library committee as to how they should negotiate with this non- 
profit group, and certainly I am glad to hear the Librarian say that 
he looks upon it as an agency that they are justified in helping. In 
your negotiations I take it you will be as lenient as you can with them 
to aid them to stay alive and, at the same time, protect the Govern- 
ment expenditure as it should be protected. 

Mr. Mumrorp. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Perhaps I should point out that there are some other organizations 
who are working with the blind who are interested in obtaining con- 
tracts for the manufacture of machines also. 

Senator Cements. Mr. Librarian, what I had to say with reference 
to the Pennsylvania firm would apply to each of the other nonprofit 
firms for the blind that are interested in the blind. 
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Senator Hayden, do you have any questions you would like to ask 
the Librarian? 

Senator Haypgen. Not right now. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator CLeMENTs. Mr. Mumford, we are glad to have met you 
this morning. 

Mr. Mumrorp. I want to thank you for the very cordial and 
understanding reception. 


ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
STATEMENT OF J. GEORGE STEWART, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 


LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS, STRUCTURAL AND MECHANICAL CARE 


Senator CLEMENTs. Our next appropriation for consideration is for 
structural and mechanical care of the Library of Congress buildings 
and grounds, which for the fiscal year 1955 amounted to $400,000. 
The budget estimate for 1956 is $880,000 and the amount allowed by 
the House is $600,000. The amount allowed by the House is $200,000 
above the amount of 1955 appropriations, and $280,000 less than the 
budget estimate. 

JUSTIFICATION 


At this point in the record the following tables from the justification 
will be inserted and the subcommittee will proceed to the consideration 
of this item. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Comparative statement of requirements 1955 and 1956 


Increase (+) 


| 
| 
| 
| 





Appropri- | Estimate | or 
ated 1955 1956 decrease (—) 
| 1956 
ibiaiilindaite ceaienesacaaieand ‘ ae acacia Bea 
| 
Personal services, total. __- ; siete ie $259, 500 | $322, 200 | +-$62, 700 








Annual requirements (other than personal services): 


General annual repairs 13, 400 | | ee 
Annual painting 13, 000 | RR Sis esac. 
Maintenance and repairs, air-conditioning and refrigera- 

tion systems _-_-- 4, 500 20, 500 | +16, 000 
Maintenance and repairs, elevators 5, 000 | 7, 500 +2, 500 
Supplies and materials 15, 000 | 15,000 |..__-- 
Annual care of grounds 1, 100 | 8, 100 +7, 000 


Cotal annual requirements (other than personal serv- | 
ices P : 52, 000 77, 300 | +-25, 500 


Special requirements: 





Equipping part of bookstack with map cases, Annex-_--_-_-- 30, 000 o,f 
Equipping part of deck for bookshelving, Annex es 21, 000 85, 000 +64, 000 
Plumbing renewals in public toilets, Main Building. -.-..-|--..-....--.-- 4,000 | +-4, 000 
Installation of floor tile zat 4, 800 | +4, 800 
Alterations to increase capacity of Rare Books Division, | 

Main Building 2, 500 +2, 500 
Modernization and improvements, elevators Nos. 7 and 8, 

east wing, Annex-__. : 85, 000 +85, 000 
Increase capacity of and make alterations to the air-con- 

ditioning systems, Annex 265, COO +-265, 000 
Elevator modernization and improvements (governors | 

ind safety devices) : 36, 000 |___- ‘ | — 36, 000 
Fire extinguishers ; 1, 500 —1, 500 
Storage batteries for tram motors . ‘ 1, 950 | +1, 950 
Directory boards at entrances, both buildings_-__.. ; ‘ 1, 300 | +1, 300 
Drinking fountains, Main Building-- tad oe eae | 750 | +750 

Total special requirements _- a i ta 88, 500 480, 300 | +391, 800 

Total, structural and mechanical care_....-.....---.----| 400, 000 880, 000 | +480, 000 
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LIBRARY ANNEX AIR CONDITIONING 


Senator CLeMEents. The subcommittee will be happy at this time 
to hear from the Architect of the Capitol, Mr. Stewart. 

Of course, what we are going to hear from you about is the justifica- 
tion for that additional money that the House did not allow. 

Mr. Srewarr. Yes, sir. I will take up the Library Building and 
grounds, structural and mechanical care now. The House action 
results in a reduction, in the amount requested, of $280,000. Included 
in this $280,000 is an item of $265,000 to increase the capacity of and 
make alterations to the air-conditioning system in the Library Annex, 
necessary to integrate that system with the central refrigeration 
system at the Capitol Power Plant, pursuant to Public Law 413, Sist 
Congress, explained on pages 149 to 152 of the justifications. 

Also included in the $280,000 reduction is a general cut of $15,000 
applied against no specific item. The restoration of the $265,000 
item is respectfully requested, as the chilled waterlines recently in- 
stalled in the new tunnel from the Capitol Power Plant’s central 
refrigerating plant to the new Senate Office Building extend under 
Second Street alongside the Library Annex and cannot be connected 
and used with the Library Annex system, as required by Public Law 
413, until changes proposed under the $265,000 estimate are effected. 

At the same time that alterations are made to connect the Library 
Annex system with the Capitol Power Plant, deficiencies in the 
Library Annex cooling system should also be remedied as proposed 
under the $265,000 estimate. 

If the committee approves the restoration of the $265,000 item, 
then ie total amount in the bill as passed by the House, for the 
“Library buildings and grounds, structural and mechanical care,” 
should be changed from $600,000 to $865,000. 

Senator CLEMENTS. That would still leave a dise repancy of $15,000. 

Mr. Srewarr. That was a general cut that was made, for what 
reason I do not eee The $265,000 cut, as stated, is the item for 
alterations and other changes to the air-conditioning system in the 
Library Annex. 

Senator CLEMENTs. I understand from your statement, then, that 
unless you have $265,000 additional money for these very definite 
needs that you have been directed to take care of, that they cannot be 
accomplished. 

Mr. Stewart. That is right, sir. 

Senator CLeEMENTs. Chairman Hayden, while you were out of the 
room, the Architect had made a very brief statement, and one to the 
point, on this cut of $280,000, in which he points out $265,000 of ths at 
was on improvements to the physical plant here that he has been 
directed to perform. 

Senator HaypEN. Speaking to the point, the chairman has had 
some experience under the 5-minute rule in the past that is very 
valuable. 

Senator CLeMENTs. Do you have any questions you might like to 
ask him? 

Senator HaypEN. No questions. 

Senator CLeMENTs. Do you have any other items you want to 
take up, Mr. Stewart? 
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CAPITOL BUILDING 


Mr. Stewart. I have one other request contained in my letter 
that I would like to submit, and that is on the appropriation for the 
Capitol Building. The total budget request considered by the House 
was $875,100. The amount allowed by the House is $825,000, a 
reduction of $50,100. The $50,100 reduction included (1) a Senate 
item of $6,000 for air conditioning 9 rooms on the north terrace of 
the Senate wing of the Capitol, 4 occupied by the Architect’s paint 
shop, 3 by the Senate janitor force, and 2 presently used for the 
storage of furniture, explained on page 34 of the justifications; (2) an 
item of $20,000 for classification and preservation of drawings and 
other records of the Architect’s office, some dating back as far as the 
early 1800's, which is explained on pages 37 and 38 of the justifications; 
(3) a general cut of $24,100, applied against no specific items. 


SENATE WING ELEVATORS 


The restoration of the $50,100 reduction made by the House is re- 
spectfully requested, in order that the full amount requested for 
“Capitol Buildings” for 1956 may be available to meet properly all 
requirements for the coming year. 

The amount of $285,000 for installation of 2 additional elevators 
in the Senate wing of the Capitol, not submitted to the House com- 
mittee, but submitted directly to the Senate committee on June 27, 
is in addition to the amount of $875,000 requested to be reinstated 
in this appropriation bill. 

Senator CLEMENTs. Mr. Stewart, the Senate, as you know, ap- 
proved the construction of those elevators, and although I do not 
know the exact status of that legislation in the House it has been ap- 
proved by the subcommittee. I am not advised as to whether or not 
it has had the approval of the full committee. I was advised several 
days ago that the subcommittee had approved it and it would be 
taken up by the full committee. 

It is my understanding, under our rule, that it is proper that this 
appropriation bill carry that amount since the Senate has acted. 

Is that not right? 

Mr. Scorr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator CLemMENTs. I would like for the benefit of the record, to 
get a statement from you, and a very brief one, both as to the need 
of those elevators and the feasibility of placing those elevators where 
vou plan to build them. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Stewart. Do you want me to discuss that item informally, 
and then place a statement in the record on it later? 

Senator CLEMENTS. Very well. 

(Statement was made off the record, and the formal statement, 
subsequently supplied, follows:) 

S. 1933, passed by the Senate June 20, 1955, authorizes the Architect of the 
Capitol to prepare plans and, with the approval of the Senate Committee on 
Rules and Administration, to install 2 additional passenger elevators at the front 
entrance of the Senate wing of the Capitol, at a cost of $285,000. 

One elevator would be located at the main east front entrance on the north 
side of the corridor, adjacent to and east of the Senators’ private elevator, and 
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the other at the same entrance on the south side of the corridor, adjacent to and 
east of the public elevator. 

The new elevators will remedy the present crowded conditions existing on 
Senate elevators, and will be installed primarily for the use of the public and 
the press. 

This legislation has resulted from surveys and studies made by, the Architect 
of the Capitol at the request of the Senate Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration and several members of the Senate Committee on Appropriations. 

The surveys were made (1) to determine the need for additional elevator 
service in the Senate wing, and (2) to determine locations in which additional 
elevators might be installed. As a result of the surveys, based on traffic studies, 
it was disclosed that there is urgent need for the additional elevators authorized 
to be installed. The surveys also developed that the only practical locations in 
the Senate wing in which the two additional elevators might be installed are 
those designated in 8. 1993. 


CONTINGENT EXPENSES 


Senator SatronstaLLt. Mr. Chairman, did Mr. Stewart mention 
anything about this “Contingent expenses” item, which was reduced 
from $50,000 to $25,000? 

Mr. Stewart. I have not come to that, Senator. I have it here 
in memorandum form. 

Senator SarronstaLy. I know the chairman is in a hurry. May ] 
ask just one question? 

Did not the House cut out this air-conditioning item? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes; because it was on the Senate side. 

Senator SatronstTau. I notice the janitors’ quarters and the furni- 
ture storage have been de leted. 

Mr. Stewart. There are five rooms used for those purposes. 

Senator SarronsTaLy. And are there people working in those rooms 
now? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir; continuously. The other four rooms are 
occupied by our paint shop. We have had over a period of the last 
4 or 5 years some illness that might possibly be attributed to the 
bad ventilation in those paint shops. 

Senator SarronstaLy. Thank you, Mr. Stewart. 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. Stewart. That takes care of everything I had in the formal 
letter which you have before you, Mr. Chairman, and if I may, I would 
like to submit my letter for the record. 

Senator CLements. It will go into the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows: ) 

ARCHITECT OF THY Caprror 
Washington, D. C., July 5, 1985 
Hon. Earte C. CLEMENTS, 
Chairman, Leqistative Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate. 

My Drar Mr. CHAIRMAN: Since I appeared before your committee June 27, 
1955, and the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1956, has been passed by the 
House of Representatives, July 1, 1955, there are 2 appropriation items which T 
would like to bring to the attention of your committee for further consideration 
and approval, 

1. APPROPRIATION: CAPITOL BUILDINGS 


The total budget request considered by the House for ‘‘Capitol Buildings’? was 
$875,100. The amount allowed by the House is $825,000—a reduction of $50,100. 
The $50,100 reduction included (1) a Senate item of $6,000 for air conditioning 
9 rooms on the north terrace of the Senate wing of the Canitol—4 occupied by 
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the Architect’s paint shop, 3 by the Senate janitor force, and 2 presently used for 
the storage of furniture, explained on page 34 of the justifications; (2) an item of 
$20,000 for classification and preservation of drawings and other records of the 
Architect’s office, some dating back as far as the early 1800’s, explained on pages 
37 and 38 of the justifications; (3) a general cut of $24,100 applied against no 
specifie items. 

Restoration of the $50,100 reduction made by the House is respectfully re- 
quested in order that the full amount requested for ‘‘Capitol Buildings” for 1956 
mav be available to meet properly all requirements for the coming year. 

The amount of $285,000 for installation of 2 additional elevators in the Senate 
wing of the Capitol, not submitted to the House committee, but submitted direct], 
to the Senate committee on June 27, is in addition to the amount of $875,000 
requested to be reinstated in the appropriation bill. 


2. LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS, STRUCTURAL AND MECHANICAL CARE 


The total budget request considered by the House for “Library Buildings and 
Grounds, structural and mechanical care,’ under the Architect of the Capitol 
was $880,000. The amount allowed by the House is $600,000—a reduction of 
S280,000. 

The $280,000 reduction ineluded (1) an item of $265,000 to increase the capacity 
of and make alterations to the air conditioning system in the Librarv Annex, 
necessary to integrate that system with the central refrigeration system at the 
Capitol Power Plant, pursuant to Public Law 413, 81st Congress, explained on 
pages 149 to 152 of the justifications; and (2) a general cut of $15,000 applied 
against no specific items. 

Restoration of the $265,000 item is respectfully r a sted, as the chilled water 
lines recently installed in the new tunnel from the Capitol Power Plant’s central 
refrigeration plant to the New Senate Office Building extend under Second Street 
alongside the Library Annex and cannot be connected and used with the Library 
Annex system until changes proposed under the $265,000 estimate are effected. 
At the same time that alterations are made to connect the Library Annex svstem 
with the Capitol Power Plant, deficiencies in the Library Annex cooling system 
should also be remedied as proposed under the $265,000 estimate. 

If the committee approves restoration of the $265,000 item, then the total 
amount in the bill, as passed by the House, for “Library Buildings and Grounds, 
structural and mechanical care,’’ should be changed from $600,000 to $865,000 

Respectfully, 
J. Grorae STE wart, 
Architect of the Capito 

Mr. Stewart. Pursuant to my discussion with your committee on 
June 27, I have prepared two memorandums which I would like to 
submit; and which it would perhaps be wise to discuss off the record. 

Senator CLEMENTS. Do you have a statement for the record? 

Mr. Stewart. No, sir. But it is entirely up to the committee as 
to what they want me to submit for the record. 

Senator SarronstaLi. Are you referring to the “Contingent ex- 
penses’’? 

Mr. Srewart. Yes; and also the appropriation ‘Salaries, Office of 
the Architect of the Capitol.” 

Senator CLEMENTs. Very well, let us go off the record, then. 

Before you proceed, let me state that if we get to the point that ] 
have to leave the hearing room, Senator Saltonstall will take over. 

(Statement was made off the re cord.) 


MEMORANDUM 


Mr. Stewart. Senator, I have copies of my ‘Contingent expenses”’ 
memorandum, and if the committee wishes, I have no objection to its 
being put in the record. 

Senator CLemMENts. It may appear in the record at this point. 

(The memorandum referred to follows:) 
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Jury 5, 1955. 
Memorandum Re Appropriation ‘‘Contingent Expenses” 

This is an item that was discussed with the Senate Appropriations Committee 
at the hearing held on June 27, 1955. 

This request was submitted through the Bureau of the Budget and transmitted 
to Congress in House Document 163, Mav 17, 1955. 

The amount requested was $50,000. The amount allowed by the House is 
$25,000. 

The budget request contained language making this appropriation available 
until expended. The item, as approved by the House, makes the appropriation 
available for obligation in the fiscal year 1956, only. 

The budget request also contained the proviso: ‘Provided, That the amount 
herein appropriated shall also be available for the same purposes as other appro- 
priations under the Architect of the Capitol and may be transferred to any such 
appropriations in such amounts as may be necessary.” This proviso was deleted 
from the item, as approved by the House. 

Should the Senate committee desire to approve the original submission of the 
Architect of the Capitol, then it would be necessary to increase the amount of the 
appropriation, as approved by the House, from $25,000 to $50,000, and to restore 
the deleted proviso. 


SALARIES, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 


Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, the only item left, I think, 
is the item indicated under “Salaries, Architect of the Capitol.” 

Mr. Srewarr. | have a memorandum made up on that item also, 
prepared at the request of your committee, when I was asked to 
submit specifications for the so-called No. 3 job in our organization. 
Those specifications are included in my memorandum. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You are satisfied with what the House has 
cone, then? 

Mr. Stewart. I have several changes which I would like to submit 
for the consideration of your committee. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. What do vou ask the Senate to do, then? 

Mr. Srewarr. I am asking the Senate committee to increase the 
amount of $179,000 allowed by the House to $194,100 and to change 
the title of the No. 3 job. 

Senator SatronstaLu. The House did not cut you. 

(Statement was made off the record.) 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, now that Mr. Stewart has 
discussed this matter both formally and informally with us, our 
committee should give thoughtful consideration to what he has 
presented. 

Senator Haypren. Do you have anything further, Mr. Stewart? 


PRINTING AND BINDING 


Mr. Stewart. We are in a rather unusual position with respect to 
one other item. I have an annual allotment of $5,000 for printing 
and binding, carried under the Government Printing Office section of 
the bill. Since the Ist of July, I have sent over to the Printing Office 
the specifications for the contractors to bid on the new Senate Office 
Building and I understand the cost for printing them will be $5,900. 
So it is necessary for me to exceed my allotment by $900 in the first 
6 days of the fiscal year. It is a rather unusual sort of situation I am 
in, and I have made an appeal for assistance to the Joint Committee 
on Printing. 


~~ 
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In view of the large construction program to be carried forward by 
the Architect of the ( Capitol during the next several years and the 
increased effect it will have on printing, binding, and other items, it 
is suggested that the language 


not to exceed $5,000 for printing and binding for the Architect of the Capitol 


shown on page 20 of H. R. 7117 as reported to the House, June 30, 
1955, be amended to read 


for printing and binding for the Architect of the Capitol. 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND BLATTENBERGER, PUBLIC PRINTER, 
ACCOMPANIED BY ROY B. EASTIN, EXECUTIVE OFFICER, AND 
FELIX E. CRISTOFANE, COMPTROLLER, GOVERNMENT PRINT- 
ING OFFICE 


PRINTING AND BINDING 


Senator HaypEN. Next we have before us the representatives of 
the Government Printing Office, Mr. Blattenberger, the Public Printer, 
and Mr. Roy B. Eastin, Executive Officer, and Mr. Felix E. Cristofane, 
Comptroller. 

Before | proceed to ask you about a matter I have in mind I would 
like to make a brief statement concerning this appropriation request. 

The appropriation for printing and binding for the fiscal year 1955 
amounted to $8,500,000 plus a supplemental appropriation of $700,000, 
making a total of $9,200,000. The budget estimate for 1956 is 
$9,200,000. The House allowance is $8,800,000. The House report 
indicated that the supplemental funds appropriated for 1955 was 
required because of the extra session of the Senate last fall. 


CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING 


At this point in the record the following summary of appropriations 
estimates for congressional printing amd binding will be inserted. The 
subcommittee will now proceed to the consideration of the item. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATION ESTIMAT?3S FOR CONGRUSSIONAL PRINTING AND 
BINDING, Fiscan YEAR 1956 


The estimates for congressional printing and binding are to provide funds from 
which will be paid the cost of printing and binding required for the use of Congress 
for the pri ting, binding, and distribution of the I ederal Re gis ter, and for pri ti 
and binding supplements to the Code of Federal Regulation 

The funds to cover the cost of the printing and Nadiad ‘needs of the various 
executive departments and independent establishments are not ineluded in this 
appropriation but are provided for in the appropriation acts for the severa 
departments and ¢ sti iblishments, the Government Printing Office charging for the 


services performes ae fiscal vear 1954 figures in the attache a summary are for 
all wor + hana ciaread 1 February 28, 1955, and will be increased by the billings for 
work completed after February 28, 1955, which was authorized in the fiscal 


vear 1954. 

The appropriation for congressional printing and binding for the fiseal vear 
1955 was $9,200,000, including a deficieney appropriation of S700.000. 

For the fiscal vear 1956 an estimate has been submitted for $9,200,000 which is 
the net amount estimated for the fiscal year 1956 for printing and binding for the 
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use of Congress, for the Federal Register, and for supplements to the Code of 
Federal Regulations. 

We have prepared the following itemized statement showing the expenditures 
billed through February 28, 1955, for the fiseal vear 1954 and the estimated 
expenditures for the fiscal years 1955 and 1956: 


Statement of expenditures from congressional printing and binding appropriation 
for fiscal year 1954 and estimated expenditures for fiscal years 1955 and 1956 


Expenditures 


1954 billed _ | Estimated | Estimated 
through Feb. j OX! enditures, expenditures ’ 
28, 1955 1455 1956 

1. Congressional Record $1, 558, 405.39 | $1, 800, 000 $1, 700, 000 

2. Miscellaneous publications 1, 331, 694. 57 | 1, 300, 000 1, 300, 000 

3. Miscellaneous printing and binding 8O8, 246. 24 1, 100, 000 1, 100. 000 

. Publications for international exchange 69, 617. 57 90, 000 85, 000 

5. Franked envelopes and document franks 200, 120. 11 200, 000 200, 000 

6. House and Senate Calendars . 442, 325. 94 450, 000 480, 000 

7. Bills, resolutions, and amendments 694, 953. 21 765, 000 750, 000 

&. Committee reports 354, 893. 54 350, 000 320, 000 

9. Documents 253, 520. 76 400, 000 360, 000 

10. Hearings 1, 918, 987. 10 1, 940, 000 2, 075, 000 
11, Federal Register and U. 8S. Government Organization 

Manual 502, 035. 36 540, 000 500, 000 

12. Supplements to Code of Federal Regulations 259, 611. 37 265, 000 330, 000 

Total 8, 394, 411. 16 19, 200, 000 9, 200, 000 


! Includes $8,500,000 appropriation and $700,000 deficiency appropriation 


The requirements under each item for the fiscal year 1956 are set forth briefly 
in the order named. All fiscal vear 1954 figures in the following items are based 
on work bill through February 28, 1955. 

1. Congressional Record.—The proceedings of the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives are printed daily in the Congressional Record. Approximately 38,000 
copies are printed daily and distributed as provided by law, and are charged to the 
appropriation for printing for Congress. There also are printed daily about 
1,000 additional copies which are delivered and charged to Government depart- 
ments on requisitions and to the Superintendent of Documents for sale to sub- 
seribers. After the close of each session, the daily proceedings are consolidated, 
indexed, and about 2,200 copies printed as the bound edition of the Record. The 
total cost to Congress of printing the Congressional Record in the fiseal year 1954 
was $1,558,405.39. The cost of the dailv edition and index was $1,206,107.30 
and the cost of the bound edition completed in the fiscal vear 1954 was $352,298.09. 

The number of pages in the dailv edition in the fiscal vear 1954 was 19,672. 
The estimate submitted for the fiscal year 1955 was $1,800,000 for approximately 
22.500 pages. It is estimated there will be 21,200 pages in the fiscal year 1956 
and the cost will be $1,700,000. 

2. Misce llaneous publications. This item includes bookwork or such printed 
matter as the Congressional Directory, Senate and House Journals, memorial 
addresses, nominations, United States Code and Supplements, and publications 
not carrying a document number, such as laws, treaties, and similar publications. 

The expenditures for miscellaneous publications in the fiscal year 1954 were 
$1,331,694.57 for 3,107,504 copies, making 84,892 pages. The amount estimated 
for the fiscal year 1955 was $1,300,000, for approximately $0,000 pages. It is 
estimated that $1.300,000 will be required in the fiscal year 1956 for approximately 
100,000 pages. 

3. Miscellaneous printing and binding.—This item includes letterheads, en- 
velopes, blank paper, copy paper, notices, tags, labels, payrolls, blank books, 
stenographie notebooks, tablets, wall calendars, miscellaneous blank forms, and 
binding for both Houses. 

The expenditures for miscellaneous printing and binding amounted to 
$808,246.24 in the fiscal year 1954 for 47,630,927 separate pieces. The estimate 
for the fiscal year 1955 was $1,100,000 for approximately 85 million separate 
pieces. The estimate for the fiscal year 1956 is $1,100,000 for about 80 million 
separate pieces. 

+. Publications for international erchange.—As provided by law, the Library of 
Congress is supplied with not to exceed 125 copies of Government publications, 
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including the daily and bound editions of the Congressional Record and not to 
exceed 150 copies of certain congressional publications for distribution through the 
Smithsonian Institution, to such governments as may agree to send similar 
publications of their governments to the United States. 

The charges for these publications in the fiscal year 1954 amounted to $69,617.57 
for 574,374 copies. The estimate for the fiscal year 1955 was $90,000 for 700,000 
copies. It is estimated that $85,000 will be needed for about 700,000 copies in the 
fiscal year 1956. 

5. Franked envelopes and document franks.—Franked envelopes for mailing 
speeches and documents are furnished to Senators and Representatives, who are 
also furnished with franks for mailing documents, printed singly or in sheets with 
perforations at the option of the member. 

The expenditures for franked envelopes and document franks in the fiseal year 
1954 amounted to $200,120.11 for 43,093,245 envelopes and 2,914,500 franks. It 
was estimated that $200,000 would be required in the fiscal year 1955 to print 
approximately 37 million envelopes and 2,500,000 franks. It is estimated that 
$200,000 will be needed in the fiscal year 1956 for approximately 40 million 
envelopes and 3 million franks. 

6. House and Senate committee calendars.—This heading covers the printing of 
all House and Senate committee calendars which list the business of the various 
committees on pending legislation. 

The expenditures for House and Senate committee calendars for the fiscal year 
1954 were $442,325.94 for 56,508 pages. The estimate for the cost of these 
calendars in the fiscal year 1955 was $450,000 for approximately 50,000 pages. It 
is estimated that $480,000 will be required in the fiscal year 1956 for approximately 
60,000 pages. 

7. Bills, resolutions, and amendments.—This heading covers the printing of bills, 
resolutions, and amendments in all forms, including the prints as introduced, 
referred, reported, and as finally passed. 

The expenditures for bills, resolutions, and amendments in the fiscal year 1954 
amounted to $694,953.21 for 81,311 pages. The estimate submitted for the fiscal 
year 1955 was $765,000 for about 90,000 pages. The estimate for the fiscal year 
1956 is $750,000 for approximately 88,000 pages. 

8. Committee reports.—This item covers printed reports of congressional com- 
mittees on pending legislation. 

The cost of printing these reports in the fiscal year 1954 was $354,893.54 for 
21,860 pages. It was estimated $350,000 would be needed for approximately 
21,000 pages in the fiscal year 1955. It is estimated that $320,000 will be needed 
for about 20,000 pages in the fiscal vear 1956. 

9. Documents.—This heading includes all classes of Senate and House docu- 
ments ordered printed by Congress which carry a congressional number, such cs 
annual reports, engineers’ reports, special reports made by Government depart- 
ments in response to resolutions, supplemental and deficiency estimates of appro- 
priations, ete. 

The expenditures for House and Senate documents in the fiscal year 1954 
amounted to $253,520.76 for 12,595 pages. The estimate for the fiscal year 1955 
was $400,000 for about 19,000 pages. The estimate for the fiscal year 1956 is 
$360,000 for about 18,000 pages. 

10. Hearings.—This item covers all hearings before congressional committees. 

The expenditures for hearings in the fiscal vear 1954 were $1,918,987.10 for 
147,146 pages. The estimate for the fiscal year 1955 was $1,940,000 for ap- 
proximately 149,000 pages. The estimate for the fiscal year 1956 is $2,075,000 
for 2’ ont 160,000 pages. 

| Federal Register and United Si-tes Covernment Organization Manua!.—The 
Archivist of the United States and the Public Printer are charged with the printing 
and distribution, in a serial publication titled ‘‘Federal Register’? of documents 
authorized to be published under the act of July 26, 1935, and the act of June 11, 
1946. Funds to cover the cost of printing this publication are provided for in the 
appropriation for congressional printing and binding. The National Archives has 
been authorized (13 F. R. 5935; 1 C. F. R. pt. 3) to handle the United States 
Government Organization Manual as a special edition of the Federal Register. 
The cost of this manual is charged to the cost for printing the Federal Register 
(sec. 6, 49 Stat. 501; 44 U.S. C. 306). 

The expenditures for the Federal Register and the United States Government 
Organization Manual for the fiscal year 1954 amounted to $502,035.36 for 10,619 
pages, including $12,619.81 for 743 pages of the United States Government 
Organization Manual. It was estimated that $540,000 would be sufficient to 
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cover the cost of approximately 10,800 pages of the Federal Register and for the 
printing of the United States Government Organization Manual in the fiscal 
vear 1955. It is estimated that $500,000 will be required in the fiscal year 1956 
for an estimated 10,000 pages of the Federal Register and for the printing of the 
United States Government Organization Manual as a supplemental edition of the 
Federal Register 

A Supple ments to Code of Federal Requlations.—The cost of printing the 
supplements to the Code of Federal Regulations amounted to $259,611.37 for 
18,170 pages in the fiscal vear 1954. It was estimated that $265,000 would be 
sufficient for printing 15,500 pages of the supplements during the fiscal vear 1955. 
It is estimated that $330,000 will be required to print 20,700 pages of the supple- 
ments during the fiscal year 1956, 


CONTACTS WITH PRINTING INDUSTRY 


Senator Haypren. Now as to this other matter | wanted to ask you 
about, that is based upon my experiences as a member of the Committee 
on Printing. That is the relationship between this, the largest printing 
establishment, I assume, in the world, and the printing industry of 
the United States generally, as to your knowledge of advances in the 
art of printing. 

Are vou able to get out and contact others who engage in similar 
lines of business to find out what progress thev are making, to deter- 
mine whether or not vou could gain information that would be heipful 
here? There is the other question, of course, with respect to supplies 
that vou have to purchase, for the use of the Government Printing 
Office. It is highly important that we maintain contact with those 
who produce the newsprint and things of that kind. How much 
travel do you have to do, and how much have you been doing? 

Mr. BLarrensercer. I have been trying to hold the travel down. 
Of course, I realize that ope of our most important functions is a 
public relations job with this industry, because coming in from indus- 
trv I had the same opinion that industry had always had, that there 
was no place in the sun for a Government Printing Office. I have 
changed my mind. I do not believe there is any plant in the world 
that could do the tremendous job we do in the time allowed. And, of 
course, that has been a selling job for me. 

Likewise, there are occasions when | think it would be a good idea 





if some of our key people had a chance to see how things were being 


done somewhere else. 
PROCUREMENT TRAVEL 


There are so many developments being made all the time. Of 
course, there is a lot of travel from our office, in connection with 
commercial procurement. Many times some agency will come in 
with a job which has to be done in “nothing flat.”’ Maybe 2 o0r5 men 
will have to take the copy to a certain area, one of our field plants 
where we have an office, and call in people to get them to bid right 
on the spot there at the time. 

Then, too, there is travel in connection with our field plants. Last 
vear we made a survey in all plants. It was ordered by the House 
Appropriations Committee. 

Our expenses are not too great, but it does call for contacts to be 
made here and there. 

Senator HaypEN. You are referring to those engaged in the printing 
trades, are you not? 
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Mr. BLATTENBERGER. That is right. But it is important occasion- 
ally to have some of our key people see how printing is being done in 
private industry. 

Senator HaypeN. That was the main purpose I had in addressing 
the question to you. It seems to me it would be helpful if you could 
put some figures in the record indicating what travel you have been 
doing and what would be a reasonable limitation that can be imposed. 


TRAVEL COSTS 


Mr. BLarTeENBERGER. I didn’t check the figure myself. For that 
last fiscal vear I think all travel for the Government Printing Office 
was around $7,500. 

Senator Haypen. Can you get accurate figures and insert them in 
this record, as to what it was last year and the year before, the last 
2 or 3 vears, so we will have some approximate idea of what has been 
done and what is proper to be done? 

Mr. BLarrENBERGER. Yes, sir; we will do that. 

Senator HaypeNn. In keeping close contact with those engaged | 
the same line of business, as enormous as it is in the United States, 
vou are bound to obtain suggestions that are or would be helpful here 
and, at the same time, have better public relations with those who 
are engaged in the printing trade. If vou will do that I will be much 
obliged. 

Mr. BLarrenperGcerR. We will do that, sir 

The information referred to follows :) 

Expenditures for travel for all purposes amounted to $7,489.82 in 1955 and 
$6,338.00 in 1954. 


ATTENDANCE AT MEETINGS 


Senator Haypren. We will look up the law and see what your 
authority is as to attendance at meetings and things of that kind. The 
clerk advises me that the law provides that it has to be stated on the 
face of the bill—the authority to attend meetings has to be stated. 

[ would like to see something included in the bill that gave you 
authority to do what you want to do in the way of going : about it, and 
a reasonable limitation in the amount of money that could be e xpended 
for that purpose during the fiseal year for which this appropriation 
was made. 

That is the customary limitation, is it not, Mr. Clerk? 

Mr. Smirn. They have the authority to travel. I do not know 
what the trouble is now in travel, that you are talking about now. If 
it isan attendance at meetings, you have to have language on the face 
of vour appropriation bill to give you authority to ‘attend mee tings, 
concerning the work of the Government Printing Office. 

Senator Haypen. Then there is a difference between travel neces- 
sary in order to carry out the work, that is to say as you have indi- 
cated, Mr. Blattenberger, and attendance at meetings. So if we 

authenks » attendance at meetings, the rest of your travel could go on 
just like it always has. 

Mr. BLATTENBERGER That is right. 

Senator HaypEen. Can you place in the record a reasonable esti- 
mate of what would be the proper amount to limit you so that you 

could attend meetings, up to that total? 
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Mr. BLavreNBERGER. Yes. You will find the amount will be small, 
because most of the expenditure for travel has been, as I say, on 
commercial procurement printing. 

(The following was subsequently supplied:) 

JuLy 6, 1955. 
Hon. Cart HAypEn, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: In accordance with your request at the hearing 
before the Senate Appropriations (Legislative Subcommittee), there will be in- 
serted in the record a suggested limitation of $3,000 for attendance at meetings. 

In order to make effective the authorization and the limitation, it is suggested 
that language as contained in the present Government Printing Office revolving 
fund be amended. 

The appropriation act establishing the Government Printing Office revolving 
fund (August 1, 1953, 67 Stat. 331), provides in part: 

“For establishment of a revolving fund, effective July 1, 1953, to be available 
without fiscal year limitation, for expenses necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance of the Government Printing Office (except the Office of the Superintendent 
of Documents), ineluding rental of buildings; expenses of attendance at meetings 
when approved by the Joint Committee on Printing; * * *.’’ 

In order to remove an administrative burden from the Government Printing 
Office, as well as the Joint Committee on Printing, and to facilitate decisions and 
actions especially when Congress is not in session, it is reeommended that the 
following clause be amended: 

Delete: ‘expenses of attendance at meetings, when approved by the Joint 
Committee on Printing;’ 

Substitute: ‘hereafter, expenses of attendance at meetings not to exceed 
$3,000 in any fiseal year” 

This change will enable the Government Printing Office to maintain a current 
modernization program through developments in industrial research. Since the 
Joint Committee on Printing has broad authority to review administrative 
actions, to remedy any neglect, delay, duplication, or waste in the public printing 
and binding, there will be no loss of control by the committee, 

Very truly yours, 
RAYMOND BLATTENBERGER, 
Public Printer. 

Senator Haypen. That is just part of your business? 

Mr. Se R. Yes. 

Senator Haypen. I do not think you should attempt to limit your 
regular travel expenses, because they vary from year to year. If we 
get into trouble or something, it will go up immediately. 

Mr. BLATTENBERGER. Recently we had to send a man up to the 

ir . és ; ; 

Air Force, to New York State and Ohio, on some particular type of 
snap-out forms which they were complaining about. 

Senator Haypren. Do you have any further statement to make? 


PREPARED STATEMENT 


Mr. BiatrensercerR. No, sir; I have a prepared statement. 

Senator Haypen. If not, we thank you for your appearance. And 
your statement in full will be included in the record. 

Mr. BLATTENBERGER. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


GENERAL STATEMENT OF THE PuBLic PRINTER 


The appropriation to the Government Printing Office for defraving the cost of 
congressional printing in the fiscal year 1955 was $9,200,000. We estimated an 
equal amount for 1956, and in our recent appearance before the House Subcom- 
mittee on Legislative Appropriations, I again requested $9,200,000 for this vear. 
However, the House reduced the amount form $9,200,000 to $8,800,000. I will 
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readily accept the House estimate of the amount of printing the Congress will 
order and try to work within the amount the House proposes to allow us. The 
House estimate may be more accurate than mine. 

The business-type budget and revolving fund which the Congress established 
for the Government Printing Office 2 years ago has contributed many gains in 
efficiency and economy in the production of public printing and binding. You 
will recall that in December of 1953 we returned to the Treasury $5 million of 


the newly established revolving fund. Again this vear, after a study of our 
financial condition, we decided that we could operate with a further reduction 
and, accordingly, on January 10, 1955, we gave the Secretary of the Treasury 


our second refund— this time in the amount of $3 million. 

You will also recall that in February of 1954, we reduced the charges for printing 
operations 5 percent. The reduction applied to machine and labor charges and 
did not include paper costs. At last vear’s hearings, I declared my intention of 
trying to absorb approximately $600,000 of wage increases while holding the line 
on these reduced charges. In this we were so successful that I have been (and 
still am) optimistic about maintaining the present labor charges, even though 
we are again in the process of raising the hourly rates of our workers to conform 
to the wage scales in the 25 principal cities throughout the country. The in- 
creases in the annual salaries of GS-rated employees, just passed by the Congress 
and approved by the President, will make it harder to avoid passing this higher 
cost along to our departmental customers. However, I am taking another look 
at all the operations which go into our overhead, and I assure vou gentlemen that 
if it is possible to do so, we will reduce or eliminate enough of our overhead and 
make still further improvements in our production efficiency to prevent an up- 
ward adjustment in our seale of prices hecause of the 744 percent increase which, 
by administrative order, is being extended to those GPO emplovees who have the 
equivalent of GS ratings. 

Last vear, on March 28 to be exact, I announced a reorganization which put 
all offset printing operations into a single division under a Superintendent of 
Offset. I expected this consolidation to bring about greater economy and effi- 
ciency. It has, indeed, had this effect. It has worked out so well that in Decem- 
ber of 1954 we were able to reduce the cost of text, line, and halftone negatives, 
blueprints, VanDyke and ozalid proofs, and the hourly charges for some of our 
operations, such as negative cutting, stripping, and blocking out for color. These 
reductions, ranging from 5 percent to as much as 25 percent, result from the 
simplification of procedures and methods and from elimination of the overhead 
that was caused by duplication in supervision. If our program goes forward 
as I expect it to do, there appears to be a promise of cutting back our offset plate- 
making and press-running charges to some extent. We have just completed an 
intensive on-the-job training program for offset copy preparers and established 
a pay range for them, The availability of employees trained especially for this 
class of work will make it possible to reduce our costs further in this area. 

The number of orders and requisitions received is about 12 percent higher than 
it was at this time last vear—94,018 on June 30, 1955, as against 83,639 on the 
same date last vear. : 

There has been a reduction in the total number of employees on the rolls— 
6,803 as of June 1, 1955, compared to 7,039 as of June 30, 1954. These figures 
include the main office, the field service offices, and intermittent (w. a. e.) em- 
plovees of the Documents Division. On June 30, 1953, there were 7,517 employ- 
ees on the rolls. The reductions have been made by not replacing workers who 
retire or leave voluntarily. I am studying our records and reports and trv to 
locate any areas which might be staffed for a peak load. If a section has enough 
employees to cope with any emergency period during regular work hours, the 
production per emplovee is bound to be low when the workload is normal or 
below normal. It is far more efficient and economical to meet emergency situa- 
tions by overtime or appointment of temporary employees than to keep an 
emergency-level staff on a year-round basis. I intend to hold our staff to the 
level of average or normal requirements. We also have access to commercial 
facilities and can always meet the unusual demands by resorting to procurement 
of the less urgent jobs. 

Orders from the 84th Congress have been at a brisk pace so far during the 
session. Nine thousand, seven hundred and ninety-seven measures have been 
introduced and printed. If reprints and bill prints are included, the grand 
total is 13,948. The Congress has filed 1,739 reports, and we have printed 
numerous large hearings. The Congressional Record, up to June 30, has included 
13,758 pages. 
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Congressional printing is our most important responsibility. It is all pro- 
duced on short-term schedules, and we make every effort to comply with require- 
ments which very often push our facilities to the limit. During the past few 
weeks, we have not been able to get your work out, except through the use of 
overtime. 

At this time each year, we canvass the principal departments and agencies to 
try to establish an estimate of our pending workloads, so that we can adjust 
manpower and facilities to proper levels. I have been informally advised that 
several large departments expect to step up orders slightly, one instance as much 
as 15 percent. A single agency expects a drop of 5 percent. Nearly all, though, 
report that 1955 levels will continue through 1956. Barring an emergency, the 
net gain for all agencies on the basis of these informal reports should not exceed 3 
or 4 percent. 

I was pleased to report to the Joint Committee on Printing on March 8 that 
savings accumulated by production on the new Congressional Record presses, 
purchased in early 1952, had reached a total of $1,180,000 in 34 months of opera- 
tion. The three presses cost nearly $1 million. It had been expected that it 
would take 6 years’ savings to pay for them, but adaptation of the Internal 
tevenue forms to run on this equipment cut the amortization time in half. The 
economies on these forms alone were in the neighborhood of $250,000 annually. 

Your Government Printing Office is in sound condition, physically and finan- 
cially. Our staff is adequate for regular, normal workloads, and we have well- 
laid plans for dealing with any exceptional situations which may arise. 

The Office was established to do a special and essential job for the Government. 
In cooperation with the Joint Committee on Printing, I intend to concentrate on 
raising efficiency and economy to the highest possible level. 

The Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate have done much to 
help me reach the objectives which have so far been attained. T appreciate your 
svmpathetie consideration of our problems, and I hope that you will continue to 
give us vour assistance and cooperation. You will find that we are at all times 
ready and willing to hear your suggestions and act on them to the best of our 

bility. 


OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS 


Senator Haypen. I note that we have scheduled next the Office of 
Superintendent of Documents, with Mr. Carper W. Buckley, the 
Superintendent of Documents, and Mr. William H. Addison, Assist- 
ant Superintendent of Documents, to make the presentation. How- 
ever, we are going to have to recess now and I will just make a short 
statement regarding this appropriation request and we can recess. 

The appropriation for salaries and expenses, Office of the Superin- 
tendent of Documents for the fiscal vear 1955 was $2,825,000, the 
budget estimate for 1956 is $2,890,400 and the House allowance of 
$2,850,000. 

I understand that the House has allowed funds for the within-grade 
promotions but has eliminated the amount requested to handle the 
increasing number of sales orders. 


CLASSIFICATION SCHEDULE 


For the record I submit the Standard Classification Schedule for 
the Office of the Superintendent of Documents. 
(The schedule referred to follows:) 
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GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS, 
STANDARD CLASSIFICATION SCHEDULE 


Salaries and expenses, Office of Superinter dent of Documents 


Estimate 1956 $2, 890, 400 

Estimate 1955 2, 825, 000 

Increase 65, 400 

Estimate Estimate Increase or 
1955 1956 decrease 

01 Personal services. __. $1. 883, 900 $1. 949. 300 $65, 400 
02 Travel 1, 500 1, 500 
03 Transportation of things 1, 200 1, 200 
04 Communication services 6, O00 56, OOO 
05 Rents and utility services 10, 000 10, 000 
06 =Printing and reproduction 566, 000 566, 000 
07 Other contractual services 93, 000 93, 000 
O& Supplies and materials 173, 400 173, 400 
09 Equipment 10, O00 40), 000 

Total estimate 2, 825, 000 2, 890, 400 65. 400 


O1 Personal services 


I. For payment of within-grade salary increases $24, 795 
Il. To handle the increasing number of sales orders 10, 605 
Total OL Personal 65, 400 


Senator HaypEN. I have received a letter from Mr. Edmund R. 
Purves, executive director, The American Institute of Architects, 
which will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows: ) 


Tue AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS, 
Washington 6, D. C., June 30, 1955. 
Hon. Cart HaypeEn, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 


My Dear Senator: The American Institute of Architects at its 87th Annual 
Convention in Minneapolis, Minn., June 21 to 24, 1955, adopted the following 
resolution in regard to the proposed alteration of the east front of the Capitol 
Building: 

“Whereas the Congress of the United States is currently considering a bill for 
the enlargment of the central section of the National Capitol in order to obtain 
additional committee rooms and a new dining room; and 

“Whereas the proposed rebuilding will involve destruction of the original form 
and materials of the historic and original east facade of the central block as 
designed and erected by William Thornton, Benjamin Henry Latrobe, and 
Charles Bulfinch, three of America’s most gifted and famed architects; and 

“Whereas the proposed rebuilding would destroy the authenticity and integrity 
of the Nation’s best known historic monument which has become the tangible 
svmbol of national growth and struggle from early Republic to leader of the free 
world; and 

“Whereas the provision of additional service facilities by such means con- 
stitutes an irresistible precedent for other denaturing alterations in the future: 
Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the American Institute of Architects, in convention assembled, 
register with the Congress its strongest opposition to the alterations of the external 
form of the National Capitol and urge the Congress to preserve intact the authen- 
ticitv and integrity of the Capitol as the Nation’s greatest historic monument; 
and be it further 

“Resolved, That the American Institute of Architects offer its services to the 
Congress through a committee of distinguished and unbiased architects who 
would advise as to how to obtain more space without sacrificing these priceless 
historie values.”’ 
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This resolution reiterates the position of the American Institute of Architects 
on this subject taken at its conventions of 1937 and 1949. 

It had been the intention of the institute to request a hearing on proposed 
legislation authorizing extension of the east front of the Capitol before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, but it is now our understanding that there will be 
no committee hearings before this matter is brought to the Senate floor for action. 
However, the records of committee hearings on attempts to extend the east front 
of the Capitol must surely contain all testimony previously presented by the 
American Institute of Architects. 

We earnestly beseech vour assistance in obtaining the objectives sought by the 
American Institute of Architects as described in the resolution contained in this 
letter. 

Yours respectfully, 
EKpmMuND R. Purves, Executive Director. 

Senator Haypmn. The subcommittee will stand in recess to re- 
convene subject to call. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., Wednesday, July 6, 1955, the hearing 
was recessed subject to call of the Chair.) 
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